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The thesis investigates the morphological process that is referred to as lexical blending. Even 
if this minor word-formation process is increasingly popular, it is still not clearly defined and 
limited.  
The first part of the thesis presents an examination of defining characteristics of blending and 
blend words, which is followed by a comparison between blending and other word-formation 
processes that have similar properties. The last section of the theoretical part examines 
different classificatory studies in English and French. The second half of the thesis is of a 
practical nature. Some of the characteristics of blends discussed in the first part are tested on 
the basis of a corpus in order to reveal any discrepancies between English and French blends.  
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Magistrska naloga raziskuje morfološki proces, ki ga imenujemo krnitev s sklapljanjem. Čeprav 
ta besedotvorni proces vse bolj pridobiva na priljubljenosti, je pravzaprav precej slabo 
definiran, prav tako pa ni jasno ločen od ostalih besedotvornih procesov. 
Prvi del magistrskega dela je sestavljen iz pregleda temeljnih značilnosti sklapljanja in sklopov, 
ki mu sledi primerjava med sklapljanjem in drugimi besedotvornimi procesi, ki imajo podobne 
karakteristike. Zadnji del teoretičnega dela pa nudi pregled nekaterih klasifikacij sklopov, ki so 
bile objavljene v angleškem in francoskem jeziku. Drugi del magistrske naloge pa je praktične 
narave, saj tu na podlagi korpusa preverimo nekatere značilnosti sklopov, ki smo jih omenili v 
prvem delu. Cilj te analize pa je odkriti morebitne razlike med angleškimi in francoskimi sklopi.  
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Every word was once new, a neologism. It is perceived as new until it has been used or heard 
enough times to lose this air of novelty. Although there are several ways of creating new 
words, the present thesis is concerned with the morphological process referred to as (lexical) 
blending. It is a minor word-formation process that is used to coin new words in many 
languages and it is a clear proof of how inventive a language can be. 
The best blends are quickly absorbed into the general lexicon, because they sound natural and 
speakers internalize them without giving them much thought. This process can also be 
speeded up by the humorous connotation a certain word carries and since the creation of 
blends usually includes wordplay, these clever coinages are fairly easy to remember. Blends 
are trendy and attention-grabbing, but they are also a great learning tool for vocabulary 
expansion. In France, for example, they even have blend-formation contests which reward the 
most ingenious coinages (Léturgie 2010, 1343). Nonetheless, even if blends appear frequently, 
not all of them are later accepted as part of the general vocabulary and some may disappear 
after being used only once or twice. Some of them survive for a longer period of time, but 
later on they gradually disappear. There are, however, some blends that have become so 
widespread that their origin as blends is forgotten. Only a few people know (or even care) that 
words such as smog or brunch are lexemes that were created through the process of blending. 
The present thesis investigates English and French blend words. After the introduction, the 
first part of the thesis is an overview of defining characteristics of blending and blend words, 
followed by a comparison between blending and some other closely related word-formation 
processes. The last section of this theoretical part of the thesis includes an overview of 
classificatory studies in English and French. The second half of the thesis brings an analysis of 
the corpus examples collected for this particular purpose. Some of the characteristics of 
blends that were put forward in various studies conducted by English and French linguists 
respectively are tested on the corpus. The thesis also investigates differences that appear 
between English and French blends in order to find out if there are any major discrepancies 




1.1 A brief history of blends 
Lexical blending has long been part of the English language. The Oxford Advanced Learner’s 
Dictionary Online1 informs its readers that witticism has been coined in 1677 by John Dryden. 
It is a noun, denoting a witty remark, which involves two words, namely witty and criticism. It 
is true that when it first appeared, it was not defined as a blend, but we can probably agree 
that it is one nonetheless.  
The interest in blends started growing after the publication of Lewis Carroll’s book Through 
the Looking Glass in 1872. In Chapter IV, Alice asks Humpty Dumpty for an explanation of the 
poem ‘’Jabberwocky’’, and a section of his explanation contains the following words: 
‘’Well, ‘’slithy’’ means ‘’lithe and slimy’’. ‘’Lithe’’ is the same as ‘’active’’. 
You see it’s like a portmanteau – there are two meanings packed up into 
one word.’’ (Carroll, quoted in Bauer 1983, 234) 
The term portmanteau is of French origin, it denotes a case or bag to carry clothes in that 
usually opens into two equally sized compartments. The word derives from the French 
verb porter, ‘to carry’, and noun manteau, ‘coat’.2 
As far as studies on blends are concerned, Louise Pound was among the first English authors 
who noticed the intricacy of blending and decided to analyze it. In her book, first published in 
1914, she states that “it is futile to try to fix any particular chronology for the advent of blend-
words in English; though it is certain that they are not a new phenomenon” (Pound 1914, 6). 
She supports this statement by enumerating examples of blends from Shakespeare and other 
literary works from the 16th and 17th centuries. 
As far as French is concerned, the oldest literary source included in the bibliography of the 
present thesis was written in 1984 by Grésillon. It is a study of blends based on Heinrich 
Heine’s corpus. Grésillon‘s study was quite influential and frequently quoted, so this might be 
considered as the beginning of research on blending in French.  
 
                                                          
1 Oxford Advanced Learner's Dictionary, s.v. "Witticism," accessed August 13, 2018, 
https://www.oxfordlearnersdictionaries.com/definition/english/witticism. 
2 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Portmanteau_(luggage) (accessed July 14, 2018) 
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1.2 The meaning of blends 
As stated before, the popularity of blended words is rapidly increasing, which is a clear sign of 
a positive attitude towards this specific word-formation process. This increase also points to 
its expansion in new areas of expertise, where new words have to be invented to name 
concepts, processes, materials and machines that are discovered. Rapidly advancing domains, 
such as electronic communications, media, the Internet, science, need to find new names for 
their inventions and coining new words from the existing ones in order to produce such novel 
expressions is much easier than finding a completely new word for something.  
Blends, however, have another - more entertaining - side to show. They are used in journalistic 
language to attract attention, they are a fun way of expanding one’s vocabulary, or, as 
mentioned before, they can be a topic of competitions. This ludic character is connected to 
word play, where blends thrive.  
 
2 DEFINING CHARACTERISTICS OF BLENDING AND BLEND WORDS  
Returning again to Lewis Carroll, it seems fitting to start this chapter by quoting a few words 
from his preface of The Hunting of the Snark, published in 1876, and also quoted by Renner:  
For instance, take the two words "fuming" and "furious." Make up your mind that you 
will say both words, but leave it unsettled which you will say first. Now open your 
mouth and speak. If your thoughts incline ever so little towards "fuming," you will say 
"fuming-furious;" if they turn, by even a hair's breadth, towards "furious," you will say 
"furious-fuming;" but if you have the rarest of gifts, a perfectly balanced mind, you will 
say "frumious." (Renner 2006, 2) 
Carroll’s view on blends was that the coiner needs to have a perfectly balanced mind to be 
able to produce them. Is it true? Does this process require a certain ability not all people 
possess? Perhaps this is the case. But before jumping to any conclusions, it seems prudent to 
look at various definitions of blends in English and French linguistic works. The section below 
provides an overview of various definitions in a chronological order, from the oldest to the 
newest. It pays special attention to what each following author added to (or excluded from) 
the definition, starting with English linguistic works and then moving on to French ones.  
12 
 
In the earliest study on blends found in my bibliography, Pound (1914, 1) defines blends as 
‘’amalgams, or fusions, [that] may be defined as two or more words, often of cognate sense, 
telescoped as it were into one; as factitious conflations which retain, for a while at least, the 
suggestive power of their various elements.’’ According to her, nonce formations and words 
composed of fore parts of source words (e.g. Amerind < American + Indian) also belong to the 
class of blends.  
Adams (1973, 139) added the notion of overlap to the definition, stating that ‘’[a] blend is 
made up of two contributory words, one or both of which may be only partially present in the 
new word. The parts may overlap […]. Blends can be formed unintentionally, as speech errors, 
[…].’’ This definition was later on expanded by Algeo (1977, 48), who claims that blends may 
include more than two source words. In his opinion, blends are ‘’a combination of two or more 
forms, at least one of which has been shortened in the process of combination. The shortening 
may be by simple omission of some part of a form, or it may result from overlapping of sounds 
(or letters).'' Algeo (1977, 49) counts as blends also those formations that include the 
embedding of one source word into another.  
Bauer (1983, 234-236) defines blends as ‘’unpredictable formations’’ that ‘’normally take the 
first part of one word and the last part of another, rather than mixing phonemes together at 
random, or inserting part of one word into the middle of another.’’ He also claims that they 
are ‘’formed in such a way that there is no transparent analysis into morphs.’’ Apart from 
Algeo, Bauer is one of just a handful of linguists to talk about the existence of infixed blends. 
He adds that they are rare in English, but French seems to be more inclined to their production. 
His example is s’embellemerder, which comes from s’emmerder3 and belle-mère4 (Bauer 2012, 
17). 
Upon reviewing different definitions of blends, Cannon (1986, 730) defines blends as involving 
‘’a telescoping of two or more separate forms into one, or, rarely, a superposition of one form 
upon another. It usually contains overlapping and preserves some of the meaning of at least 
one of the source words, though sometimes so much of the roots are lost that a blend is 
                                                          




unanalysable. As its form incorporates part of the source forms, it may be produced as a 
performance error.’’  
Plag’s (2003, 123) definition talks about there being two or more source words, usually the 
start of the first source word and end of the second source word are combined, but he adds 
to the group of blends those combinations that involve the front parts of source words (e.g. 
modem < modulator + demodulator). He does not mention overlap of material from source 
words.  
López Rúa (2004, 63-64) agrees with Plag’s definition, as she also counts clipping compounds 
as a peripheral subtype in the category of blends. In her opinion, overlap is one of the possible 
defining characteristics of blends.  
Lehrer (2007, 118) quotes Algeo in opening the chapter on defining blends. She agrees with 
him that blends of a less common type, namely those where ‘’a word or clipping is embedded 
in part of another source word as an infix’’ also belong to the category of blends. She calls this 
infix ‘’a discontinuous element’’. As far as structure is concerned, she also counts as blends 
those combinations where the beginnings of two or more source words are placed in 
juxtaposition.  
Gries (2004c, 416) roughly defines blending as ‘’the intentional coinage of a new word by 
fusing parts of at least two source words. Usually, at least, the fore part of the first source 
word is combined with the hind part of the second source word and there is some phonemic 
or graphemic overlap of the source words.’’  
According to Gries (2010, 145), blending ‘’is one of the most perplexing word-formation 
processes, given that: 
- It is not as rule-governed as derivational processes; 
- It is not as productive as most derivational processes; 
- It is more creative than most derivational processes; 
- It involves conscious effort and word play on the part of the coiner, which often results 
in ‘’violations’’ of more rigid morphological rules and includes the ‘’integration’’ of 
many kinds of information that are not central to linguistic study (e.g., the interplay 
between orthography and pronunciation); 
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- It nevertheless exhibits superficial similarity to other intentional word-formation 
processes (e.g., compounding, (complex) clipping, abbreviations, acronyms) and 
- It has an unplanned counterpart in the form of speech-error blends.’’ 
Brdar-Szabó & Brdar (2008, 174-175) define blends as ‘’words formed from parts of two (or 
possibly) more other words by telescoping them, i.e. taking the extreme parts of words 
involved, often by splitting morphemes.’’ Additionally, ‘’there are also blends in which one 
source word, or both source words, in fact remain intact.’’ Later in the paper they add that 
the shortening occurs at the seam of source words, ‘’i.e. the end of the left-hand item and the 
initial segment of the right-hand item’’ and that phonological overlap is possible, but not 
obligatory. 
Moving on to French linguistic works, we will first look at Clas (1987, 347-351) who published 
an interesting article on blends, which includes French, English, Italian and Spanish examples. 
He does not provide a clear-cut definition of blending, the article presents 6 structural models 
of blends with numerous examples. He states that the most frequent combination is the 
juxtaposition of the front part of the first source word and the last part of the second source 
word. Blends can also be formed by juxtaposing the front parts of two source words. The 
examples also include blends coined from three source words, blends with overlap of source 
words and one infixed blend.  
Fradin (2000, n. pag.) published a study on combing forms, blends and other word-formation 
processes5. His definition of blends in this study is quite vague, he mentions that blends 
include more than two source words, out of which at least one undergoes the process of 
shortening. The majority of blends display a homophonic segment and they can also include 
embedding.  
Renner (2006, n. pag.) reviewed many contradictory definitions and classifications of blends 
and extracted from them four typical features of blends. Following this extraction, he ranked 
13 English blends from the most to the least typical one, which allowed him to discover a 
prototype of the category of lexical blending, namely the coinage cafetorium (< cafeteria + 
auditorium).  
                                                          
5 The study is written in English with French, German and English examples.  
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Renner mentions that for some linguists blends are amalgam words, which are produced from 
two lexemes and during the process of amalgamation at least one of them loses a part of its 
signifier. He calls this ‘’le plus petit dénominateur commun’’ (PPDC), which could be translated 
as the smallest common denominator.  
Additionally, he underlines three characteristics of blends that appear repeatedly in literature: 
 The apocope of the first source word and/or the apheresis of the second source word. 
This is called ‘’la troncation interne’’ or shortening at the inner edges of source words. 
This morphological constraint is later on expanded to ‘’la double troncation’’, which is 
respected when both words are shortened at the inner edges. 
 The semantic link between the source words is one of coordination, so the meaning of 
the resulting blend is a combination of meanings of both source words (A + B = C). 
According to Renner (2011, 197), both Plag (2003, 122) and Grésillon (1984, 120-121) 
called such constructions proper blends.   
 A blend is characterized by the interpenetration of at least one common segment 
shared by the source words - this segment is ambimorphemic (a morpho-phonological 
constraint). 
Léturgie (2012, n. pag.) defines blends as an elusive word-formation process, including two 
source words whose segmentation does not respect the rules of morphology due to the fact 
that they do not undergo morphemic shortening. On the basis of his corpus analysis, he 
extracted the following prototypical characteristics of blends: 
 a blend is formed from two source words; 
 the first source word is subject to a loss of material at the end of the word (apocope); 
 the second source word is subject to a loss of material at the beginning of the word 
(apheresis); 





More or less the same characteristics emerge in almost all the definitions that were studied, 
namely: 
 blending involves two source words, 
 more than two source words can be included in the process of forming a blend,  
 the most typical structural pattern is the juxtaposition of the front part of the first 
source word and the last part of the second source word, 
 some blends are formed by juxtaposing the front parts of two source words,  
 at least one source word needs to be shortened, 
 source words overlap in the middle of the blend and 
 one source word can be embedded into another.  
The table below shows the typical characteristics of blends according to the different authors 
and checks how many authors include each individual characteristic in their definitions. If we 
summarize the information gathered in the table, we can construct the following prototypical 
definition of blending: 
Blending is a word-formation process that involves two or more source words. It 
involves the shortening of at least one source word, but frequently the source words 
display some overlap. The most typical pattern of blending is the front part of the first 












of SW1 and 















of one SW 
into the 
other 
 Pound +   + + +     
Adams +       + +   
Algeo + +     + + + 
Bauer + + + + + + + 
Cannon +   +   +     
Lehrer +       +   + 
Plag + + +  +     
López Rúa + + + + + +   
Gries + + +   + +   
Brdar-Szabó 
& Brdar +   +   + +   
Clas + + + + + + + 
Fradin + +     + + + 
Renner +   +   + +   
Léturgie +   +   + + + 
TOTAL 14 7 10 4 14 10 5 
Table 1: Defining characteristics of blends according to different authors 
  
                                                          
6 SW stands for source word. 
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3  BLENDING VS. OTHER WORD-FORMATION PROCESSES 
Brdar-Szabó and Brdar (2008, 172) claim that ‘’languages exhibiting less compounding and 
clipping are quite likely to have fewer blends.’’ They attribute this characteristic to the fact 
that the more flexible and open a language is to changes in the lexicon, the more likely it is 
that it will accept such novel constructions into its lexicon. According to this, it is safe to 
assume that blends, compounds and clippings are closely connected? But how? And what are 
the differences that separate these processes? 
Bat-El (1996, 316) opened a discussion on the matter with the following words: ‘’Blending 
seems to be different from other types of word formation due to two characteristics: the 
absence of order between the elements of the base, and subtraction.’’ This definition seems 
to exclude from the group of blends all contractions, acronyms, clippings, clipped compounds 
and similar constructions. However, Bauer (1983, 236) points out that ‘’the category of 
blending is not well-defined, and blending tends to shade off into compounding, neo-classical 
compounding, affixation, clipping and […] acronyming.’’  
 
3.1 Blends and compounds 
There are two main differences between compounds and blends. The first is that blends 
involve some form of shortening of at least one source word, whereas the words forming a 
compound simply appear in juxtaposition. The second difference is that ‘’[m]ost of our blends 
are not self-defining. Rather, they are usually a new, technically simple but otherwise 
unanalyzable morpheme’’ (Cannon 1986, 746). Compounds, on the other hand, are more self-
explanatory, their component words can be clearly made out, and it is therefore quite simple 
to deduce the meaning of the combination (e.g. blueberry).  
Following his classification of blends, Algeo (1977, 54) points out a category of words which is 
often mistakenly analyzed as blends, namely unblended composites. These whole forms are 





3.2 Blends and clipping compounds 
As we have already established, the formation of blends includes the shortening of one or 
more source words. The remaining parts of these shortened words, which then enter into the 
blend, are sometimes named splinters, while the process of their formation is called 
splintering. Splintering and clipping share the same process of formation, ‘’whereby a lexeme 
(simple or complex) is shortened, while still retaining the same meaning and still being a 
member of the same form class’’ (Bauer 1986, 233). However, even if the formation of clips 
and splinters is identical, their role in word formation is not. Clippings can stand alone, they 
are independent (i.e. lab for laboratory), while splinters cannot occur alone as a word (Lehrer 
2007, 116) or simply put, they can only exist in combination with another splinter or word (i.e. 
br- which stands for breakfast in brunch). Brdar-Szabó and Brdar (2008, 174) do not agree with 
the inclusion of clipping compounds into the group of blends, stating that ‘’[i]f we allow for 
one of the source words to remain apparently intact, there is no principled way of excluding 
other cases of combinations of a reduced first element and a full second element, and once 
these are also admitted as blends, due to the semantic relationship between the two elements 
[…], there is no principled way of excluding on formal grounds combinations of two reduced 
forms in which both elements exhibit reduction of their right-hand segment, and not even 
those combinations where only the second element’s right-hand peripheral segment is 
curtailed (i.e., what Gries (2004, 215) calls complex clippings).’’  
Plag (2003, 123) and López Rúa (2004, 64) include clipping compounds into the group of 
blends, but since they represent a minority if we consider all the definitions of blends studied 
in this thesis, it is safe to assume that blends and clipping compounds are discrete processes 
of word formation because splinters and clips are definitely different. An example that 
illustrates how clipping compounds are different from blends is fridgecake. Fridge is a clipping 
(from refrigerator) because it can stand alone, it is autonomous. The noun cake is not 
shortened, it is merely placed in juxtaposition with the clipping fridge without any overlap. 




3.3 Blends and neoclassical compounds 
Bauer (1983, 213) provides a definition of combining forms that make up neoclassical 
compounds: ‘’there are a number of elements in English word-formation which, while they 
function as affixes in some places, appear to be distinct from affixes in other facets of their 
behaviour. These elements, usually Greek or Latin in origin, are what the OED terms combining 
forms. Examples are astro-, electro-, hydro-, -crat, -naut, -phile, -phobe and so on.’’  
Neoclassical compounds are typically composed of an initial combining form, such as micro- 
or hydro-, and a final combining form, such as –phone or –phobe (e.g. microphone, 
hydrophobe). 
 
3.4 Blends and compounds containing combining forms 
There is another area causing some disagreement among linguists. It deals with neologisms 
that are compound-like, but result from blends, whose final splinter becomes productive. Even 
the denomination of these productive splinters has not been agreed on, Renner (2007) uses 
the name quasi-lexemes, Algeo (1993) suffixes, but I will follow Lehrer (1998) and stick to the 
name combining forms, even if these elements are not Greek or Latin in origin. Another 
important difference that influenced the decision to look at them separately from neoclassical 
compounds is the fact that the lexemes forming them arise from modern-day blends.  
Combining forms are ‘’compound-like words that result from blending. There is a dynamic 
process in which a blend is created, such as workaholic, from work + alcoholic and chocoholic 
from chocolate and alcoholic, which in turn leads to establishing –holic as a productive bound 
morpheme.’’ (Lehrer 1998, 3) Other examples of combining forms are -burger (from 
hamburger), -gate (from Watergate), -thon (from marathon), -cast (from broadcast), -ware 
(from software), -tainment (from entertainment) and -scape (from landscape).  
As far as French studies of combining forms are concerned, this phenomenon was investigated 
by Renner (2007). His study was written in French but it was about English words. He named 
quite a few combining forms that occur in word-initial position, for example Mc- (from 
McDonald’s), denoting something substandard and Franken- (from Frankenstein), standing for 
something that has been genetically engineered. Quite a few of these words enter the French 
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vocabulary as borrowings. Original French combining forms were studied by Frath (2005). His 
examples include –ciel from logiciel7 and -tique from informatique8. Some examples formed 
by means of these two combining forms are: graticiel9, didacticiel10, progiciel11, bureautique12  
télématique13 and domotique14. 
 
3.5 Blends and acronyms 
Bauer’s (1983, 237-238) definition of an acronym states that it is ‘’a word coined by taking the 
initial letters of the words in a title or phrase and using them as a new word […]. However, not 
every abbreviation counts as an acronym: to be an acronym the new word must not be 
pronounced as a series of letters, but as a word’’. He adds that most frequently examples of 
acronyms include words where ‘’more than one letter is taken from the beginning of one or 
more of the words in the phrase which is the base of the acronym.’’ This is precisely where 
acronyms and blends overlap. Bauer’s example for this overlap between categories is linac (< 
Linear Accelerator). He explains that ‘’[i]t is certainly unusual for blends to use the beginnings 
of the two words which are to be blended, but it cannot be ruled out as impossible’’. 
On the other hand, Gries (2010, 146) claims that blends are usually defined as ‘’intentional 
fusions’’ composed from the beginning of the first source word and the end of the second 
source word, which effectively excludes acronyms (and complex clippings) from the group of 
blends.  
  
                                                          
7 software 
8 informatics, originally constructed from information and électronique 
9 freeware 
10 courseware 
11 professional software 
12 office software 
13 telematics 
14 home automation 
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4 CLASSIFICATORY STUDIES DEALING WITH ENGLISH BLENDS  
After reviewing possible definitions and points of overlap between blending and other word-
formation processes, it is time to look at taxonomic studies to see if a clear subcategorization 
of blends can be found. A fair share of uncertainty, which prevents linguists from providing a 
clear-cut definition of blends, will likely cause some confusion in this section too.  
4.1 Louise Pound 
In terms of types of blends, Pound (1914, 20-21) proposes the following classes of blends, 
based on their origin): 
 Clever literary coinages, frequently humorous in intention (e.g. sneakret < sneak + 
secret); 
 Political terms, coinages of cartoonists, editors, and other newspaper writers (e.g. 
Prohiblican < Prohibitionist + Republican); 
 Nonce blends, “originating probably in a sort of aphasia” (e.g. sweedle as a result of 
hesitation between swindle and wheedle); 
 Children’s coinages, which are slips of tongue (e.g. tremense < tremendous + immense); 
 Conscious folk formations, “whimsical or facetious in intention and usage” (e.g 
sweatspiration < sweat + perspiration);  
 Unconscious folk formations, “not jocular in intention but seriously meant” (e.g. 
needcessity < need + necessity);  
 Coined place names or personal names (e.g. Ohiowa < Ohio + Iowa); 
 Scientific names, which mainly name new chemicals (e.g. dextrose < dextrorotary + 
glucose); 
 Names for articles of merchandise (e.g. electrolier < electrical + chandelier). 
The examples are taken from Pound, as it seemed nearly impossible to find other examples 
that would undoubtedly represent each category. Pound herself admits that many of the 
blends could fit into more than one category. As an example of this fact, Pound (1914, 21-22) 
describes insinuendo (< insinuation + innuendo), which ‘’has been used as a clever literary 
coinage, as an unconscious folk formation and as a nonce form.’’  
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Nonce blends and children’s coinages could be classified as speech error blends, while the rest 
are intentional formations.  
Pound (1914, 22-24) also mentions a number of characteristics that could be the basis for a 
formal classification of blends according to their form, admitting that “no definite grouping 
seems advisable”:  
 which syllable in the original word is affected by the superimposed syllable(s); 
 the number of resulting syllables (from monosyllabic, which are the hardest ones to 
solve, to those with five syllables); 
 how many elements are shortened in the process of blend creation (either one of 
both); 
 the origin of source words, e.g. vernacular, romance, Greek, French, Latin; 
 which word-class does the blend fall into and 
 how many source words enter the blend (Pound claims that it can be either two or 
three, not more). 
Pound’s study is far from being exhaustive, but she did open up some valid points that served 
as a basis for further investigations on blending.  
 
4.2 John Algeo 
As far as structure is concerned, Algeo (1977, 49-54) differentiates between the following 
types of blends: blends with overlapping, blends with clipping, clipping at morpheme 
boundaries, blends with clipping and overlapping, and blends with imperfect overlapping. At 
the end of this classification, Algeo also mentions the category of unblended composites and 
analogical forms, but he himself admits that these words do not fall into the same category, 
which is the reason why this type was described in chapter 3.1, which deals with categories of 




 BLENDS WITH OVERLAPPING 
The overlap of source words may be only phonological, without any shortening. Most 
commonly, the last part of the first source word overlaps with the first part of the second one. 
The overlap may include from one to several phonemes (e.g. slanguage < slang + language). 
On the other hand, overlapping may include one source word in its entirety and the first or 
last part of another one. These kinds of blends can only be recognized in writing as the 
resulting blend and one of the source words are homophones (e.g. sinema < sin + cinema). 
Algeo (1977, 49) also includes one less common type of blend into this group: one source word 
is inserted in the middle of another. The middle part may overlap partially or completely. In 
1939, Wentworth dubbed such blends sandwich words (e.g. autobydography < autobiography 
+ by dog). 
 BLENDS WITH CLIPPING  
In some cases there is no overlap, the source words are joined together after some of their 
parts have been omitted. The following patterns emerge: 
- The first form is left intact, while the second is clipped to its last part (e.g. fanzine < fan 
+ magazine); 
- The first element is clipped to its first part and the second remains intact (e.g. Eurasia 
< Europe + Asia); 
- Both elements are clipped: the first one to its fore part and the second to its hind part 
(e.g. brunch < breakfast + lunch) or 
- Both elements are clipped to its fore parts (aldehyde < alcohol + dehydrogenatum). 
 
 CLIPPING AT MORPHEME BOUDARIES 
Some blends are composed from source words which have been shortened along the 
morpheme boundaries (dumbfound < dumb + confound). Algeo (1977, 51) states that ‘’it may 
be difficult to be sure whether a form is the result of blending or a composition from the 
constituent morphemes.’’ He also mentions that ‘’what begins as blending can turn into a free 
composition.’’ This is precisely what happened to blends which were described in section 3.4 
which deals with combining forms.  
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 BLENDS WITH CLIPPING AND OVERLAPPING 
These blends include the omission of parts of source words and phonemic overlap with various 
patterns of formation (e.g. Californicate < California + fornicate, animule < animal + mule, 
stripteuse < striptease + chanteuse). 
 BLENDS WITH IMPERFECT OVERLAPPING 
There is some disagreement among linguists whether shortened forms without overlap should 
be included in the category of blends. Some say that only those with overlap can be considered 
as blends proper. For example, Kaunisto (2000, n. pag.) claims that ‘’the deletion of any items 
from the source words presents a certain amount of “danger” or “threat” to the 
understandability of the final blend word. From this viewpoint, ideal blends then would 
naturally be ones where the ending of the first source word and the beginning of the second 
one overlap, resulting in a way in no deletion at all.''  
However, there is no real consensus on what counts as overlap (only graphemic or also 
phonemic). So far Algeo (1977, 53) mentioned only examples with overlap of entire segments. 
However, he claims that ‘’there is no reason why phonological overlapping should operate 
only on the level of segments; it might just as well involve identity of some but not all 
components in a segment. If two source forms have corresponding segments that share some, 
but not all, of their component features, the resulting blend can be said to show imperfect 
overlapping’’ (e.g. dang < damn + hang). 
In the example cited above only the vowel shows perfect overlap; the final consonants of both 
source words are nasal, but they do not share the same position of articulation, hence the 
imperfect overlap. Algeo cites other examples, but since phonology is not the subject of the 
present thesis, this topic is not dealt with any further.  
Algeo (1977, 57) also proposes two systemic categories, namely syntagmatic and associative 
blends. Syntagmatic blends are so-called telescope blends and they are the combination of 
two words that occur in sequence in the speech chain (e.g. radarange < radar + range). 
Not all of them are haplologistic, like the example above. Some simply omit part of one or 
both source words (e.g. Hashbury < Haight-Ashbury). 
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On the other hand, we have associative blends, which combine source words that have been 
linked in the coiner’s mind, so we are usually dealing with synonyms (e.g. needcessity < need 
+ necessity). Algeo adds that ‘’[s]uch synonymic blends are the product of what Lewis Carroll 
[…] called ‘’that rarest of gifts, a perfectly balanced mind’’.’’ 
Additionally, Algeo (1977, 57-58) mentions that ‘’[w]hen the blend combines source words 
that belong to the same paradigmatic class and that might have been coordinated, although 
they are not synonyms, the result may be called a dvandva blend […].’’ The most frequent 
example would be the blend smog. Synonymic and dvandva blends are similar in the sense 
that ‘’their etyma are substitutable for one another in the same syntactic slot […]. Because the 
etyma are paradigmatically equivalent, such forms may be called paradigmatic BLENDS.’’ On 
the other side, we have jumbles, blends whose source words are not interchangeable in the 
same syntactic slot. They combine ‘’semantically associated but syntactically diverse etyma.’’ 
An example of a jumble is numberous (< number + numerous). 
 
4.3 Stefan Gries 
Gries (2004b, n. pag. and 2010, 148) differentiates between intentional blends on the one 
hand and, on the other hand, coinages resulting from production errors (‘’unplanned lapses’’), 
which include authentic speech-error blends and experimentally induced error-blends. The 
major difference between the former two is the circumstances surrounding their creation. 
Authentic error blends ‘’happened to have been overheard and were quoted in 
psycholinguistic studies’’, while induced error blends were ‘’induced in published 
experimental studies’’. 
Regarding the semantic relationships between source words, Gries (2012, 154-155) proposes 
five categories, listed below with examples from his corpus: 
 synonymy (deliberal < deliberate + liberal), 
 co-hyponymy (megalogue < magazine + catalogue), 
 contractive (carjacking < car + hijacking), 
 frame relation (confrotalk < confrontation + talk) and  
 other (antonymy, derivation, etc.).  
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He only provides a description of the contractive relationship, by stating that this connection 
occurs ‘’when the blend contracts two source words that would have been adjacent as in a 
compound.’’ For the rest of the categories the examples provided are enough to get a general 
idea.  
 
4.4 Laurie Bauer    
Bauer’s classification (1983, 234-236) is based on the structure of blends, the first category 
includes blends that take the first part of one source word and the last part of another. The 
author of a blend is ‘’apparently free to take as much or as little from either base as is felt to 
be necessary or desirable.’’ The second type of blends are those where both source words are 
preserved in their entirety with some overlap, which can be phonological, orthographical or 
both. The third type of blends is the one ‘’where the new lexeme looks as though it might be 
analyzable in terms of other word-formation processes, in particular as a neo-classical 
compound.’’ An example he provided is autocide (< automobile + suicide). Bauer also includes 
-(o)holic, -burger, -rama and -teria, in this category, adding that these elements probably 
started out as blends, but turned into suffixes.  
Finally, he adds a type of formations that function like blends, but keep one of the source 
words intact. It is not clear whether these are blends or compounds made up of a clipping and 
one complete lexeme. He adds that while cremains (< cremate + remains) has the effect of a 
blend, mocamp (< motor + camp) seems more like a compound. These two examples are 
marginal, but in between there is a whole range of words which could fall into either one of 
the two subgroups, for example Amtrack (< American + track) or boatel (< boat + hotel).  
Later on, Bauer (2012, 12) divided blends into two categories: coordinate (smog) and 
determinative (motel). He adds that ‘’Dressler (2000) prefers the terms paradigmatic and 
syntagmatic, although he includes only the former under the heading of ‘’blends’’.’’ Bauer also 
agrees with Bat-El (2006, 67) who defines determinative blends as headed and endocentric. 
The endocentric relation occurs when ‘’one of the words functions as a semantic head and the 
other as a modifier.’’ On the other hand, we have coordinate blends, which ‘’may not be 
headed semantically (though they may have a phonological head); they are sometimes termed 
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exocentric.’’ The exocentric relation occurs when ‘’both words have the same semantic status, 
and thus none of them serve as a head.’’ (Bat-El 2006, 67) 
Bauer adopts Renner’s (2006) classification of blends into four groups based on the semantic 
relationships between the contributing source words in coordinative blends: 
 The first group contains blends that denote a hybrid of the things named by each 
individual source group (liger < lion + tiger). It may seem that ‘’the two elements here 
are on equal footing, there may actually be some semantic headedness in items like 
tigon. For some a tigon is the offspring of a lioness, while a liger is the offspring of a 
tigress.’’ A clearer example Bauer mentions are blends of languages, for example 
Spanglish, Frenglish and so on. He adds that ‘’there is some disagreement in the 
literature on whether these are types of English or relaxified versions of the other 
language but nobody seems to suggest that they are 50-50 hybrids with neither taking 
priority.’’ So even if pointing out the head might be a challenge, the presence of a 
head-modifier relationship is strongly felt in such blends. 
 The second category is one of addition and it contains blends that denote the addition 
of the two parts (e.g. skeggings < skirt + leggings). 
 The third category is called polyvalence and it is made up of blends containing features 
of both elements, represented by the source words (e.g. spork < spoon + fork). As 
Bauer underlines at this point, it would probably be best to coalesce this category with 
the first one.  
 The last category includes tautologous blends, which include the coordination of 




4.5 Garland Cannon 
Cannon (1986, 732) differentiates between accidental blends, which are nonce words and 
semiconscious or conscious blends which are less frequent. The first type are slips of the 
tongue, which appear when two or more words of similar meaning rise in a person’s mind at 
the same time. This produces a ‘’compromise word’’, for example splisters < splinters + 
blisters. On the other hand, we have conscious blends, which appear in literature. These are 
‘’conscious creations for serious purposes’’ and they ‘’can fill a void in the lexicon where two 
related words do not individually convey all the producer’s semantic wishes.’’  
The rest of his study focuses on an overview of classifications by other authors and corpus 
analysis, which is not relevant for the purpose of the present classification.  
 
4.6 Adrianne Lehrer 
Lehrer (2007, 119 and 1996, 363) provides the following semantic distinction of blends (which 
she calls compounds):  
 Syntactic, abbreviated or exocentric compounds, where the last source word is the 
semantic head and the first one is the modifier (e.g. motel, which is by definition a kind 
of a hotel). It is not obligatory for the source words to belong to the same part of 
speech.    
 Coordinate or copulative compounds, with source words that are of equal importance 
(both or all of them are heads) and also belong to the same part of speech (e.g. beefalo, 




4.7 Rita Brdar-Szabó and Mario Brdar 
Three categories of blends are presented by Brdar-Szabó and Brdar (2008, 175-176), namely:  
 Coordinative-compound-like blends 
The basic characteristics of this group of blends is that source words are ‘’shortened at their 
seam, i.e. the end of the left-hand item and the initial segment of the right-hand item, or/and 
they share a phonological segment, while in semantic terms they are co-hyponyms of some 
third item.’’ Their examples include goabex (< goat + ibex), magalog (< magazine + catalog) 
and prosumer (< producer + consumer). 
 Determinative-compound-like blends 
In cases where source words are not co-hyponyms, we get determinative-compound-like 
blends (either with or without overlap). Examples taken from their text are spam (< spiced + 
ham), shamateurism (< sham + amateurism) and warphan (< war + orphan).  
 Clipped-compound type blends 
The last type contains blends, whose source words are in a determinative relationship and 
display no phonological overlap. They admit that these may even be clipping compounds. An 
example would be Amerindian (< American + Indian). 
The last two types do not show any semantic overlap, therefore, no conceptual integration 
takes place. On the other hand, coordinative-compound-like blends, which exhibit co-
hyponymy, blend the forms of source words and the concepts its source words denote (Brdar-
Szabó and Brdar 2008, 177). 
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5 CLASSIFICATORY STUDIES DEALING WITH FRENCH BLENDS  
Studies that deal with the topic of French blends are less numerous than those dealing with 
English blends. Some French authors even write about both English and French blends, for 
example Clas (1987) and Renner (2018). But although French studies on blends are less 
frequent, they are quite influential and intriguing.  
5.1 Almuth Grésillon15 
Grésillon based her definition of blends on one basic characteristic, without which a coinage 
cannot belong to the group of blends, namely a homophone or near-homophone segment, 
which is shared by both source words and which enables the fusion to take place.  
She proposed the following formal classification of blends: 
 With a homophone segment shared by source words; 
 With the shortening of source words (e.g. foultitude < foule + multitude16); 
 With a homophone segment and truncation (e.g. floribond < florissant + moribond17); 
 With embedding (inserting one word into another) (e.g. expojarrysition < exposition + 
Jarry18); 
 A marginal group called ‘’mots dévalisés’’, where the resulting blend is not a new 
lexeme but simply a homophone of an existing one. The new lexeme is written 
differently and has a new meaning, while the pronounciation remains the same (e.g. 
usurepassion < (usure + passion) + usurpation19). Fradin (2000, n. pag.) provides the 
translation ‘’burgled words’’ and adds the following example from an advertisement 
for an eye-liner: MAXIM’EYES.  
  
                                                          
15 Muller’s (1986) analysis of Grésillon's theory on blends was all I had access to, so this section will be based on 
his summary. 
16 crowd + multitude 
17 flourishing + dying 
18 exposition + Jarry (Alfred) 
19 usurepation + passion 
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5.2 André Clas 
Clas’ (1987, 349-350) categorization was quite influential, he presented the following six 
models of formation of blends:  
 Model 1 - apocope and apheresis (e.g. altiport < altitude + aéroport): the front part of 
the first source word is in juxtaposition with the last part of the second source word; 
 Model 2 - apocope and apocope (e.g. chloroforme < chlore + formyle): the last parts of 
both source words are removed; 
 Model 3 - apheresis and apheresis (e.g. nylon < vinyl + coton): the first parts of both 
source words are omitted; 
 Model 4 - simple apocope (e.g. infographie < informatique + graphie): the second 
source words remains intact, while the first one only keeps its front part; 
 Model 5 - simple apheresis (e.g. robotique < robot + informatique): the first source 
word remains intact, while the second one is cut to its last part and 
 Model 6 - apocope or apheresis and syncope (e.g. limonette < limette + lemon): this is 
a very hybrid model which displays embedding of one source word into another with 
some degree of shortening of either the front or the last part. 
Model 1 is the most frequently used type of blend formation, while Model 3 is the most rarely 
used. Model 2 is the preferred pattern of naming new chemical compounds. Words formed 
according to Model 6 are likely to resemble acronyms or abbreviations. 
Clas (1987, 351-352) also writes about the syntactic and semantic aspects of blend formation. 
He presents two main types of relationships between the source words and the blend.  
 The first one happens when the blend is the result of the meanings of both source 
words (A + B = C), therefore the resulting blend is a dvandva (e.g. stagflation < 
stagnation + inflation).  
 The second type is when the resulting blend is a subtype of one source word, modified 
by the other source word. The relationship between source words varies, we might 
even discover different semantic relationships in one blend, but they are all 
endocentric formations. Some of the types of semantic relationships enumerated are: 
a nominal predicate (ambucopter < an ambulance that is a helicopter), adjectival 
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(medicare < the care is medical), subject – object (navicert < the certificate is for 
navigation), verb + object (breathalyzer < (a device) that analyses breath).  
He admits that the semantic decomposition is not always very convincing, because with some 
blends, more than one analysis is possible.  
 
5.3 Bernard Fradin 
Fradin (2000, n. pag.) constructs two classifications of blends, one based on phonological 
properties and the other one on semantics.  
The phonological patterns have been classified according to the position of the identical 
segment in the source words. He divides them into four families: 
 Pattern Family A: the identical segments are either in the right or left edge of source 
words, e.g. métropolitique < métropole + politique20; 
 Pattern Family B: one of the identical segments is located inside one of the source 
words, e.g. hippidémie < hippie + épidémie21; 
 Pattern Family C: both identical segments are located inside of the source words, e.g. 
führanoïa < Führer + paranoïa22 
 Pattern Family D: have no homophonous segment, e.g. épidermabrasion < épiderme + 
abrasion23.  
As far as the semantic relationships are concerned, he enumerates similar semantic patterns 
as André Clas, so his classification will not be additionally analyzed at this point.   
  
                                                          
20 city + politics 
21 hippie + epidemic 
22 Führer + paranoia 
23 skin + abrasion 
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5.4 Vincent Renner 
One of Renner’s classifications is included in section 4.4, as Bauer analyzes it in one of his 
studies.  
A different article published by Renner (2006, n. pag.) deals with a prototype-based approach 
of lexical blending. As mentioned in the section dealing with the definitions of blends, he 
extracted some typical traits of blend words that he does not want to tag as defining 
characteristics. He is aware that definitions of blends vary from one author to another and to 
avoid any conflict, he simply renamed these defining characteristics into typical traits.  
His classification therefore does not present different subtypes of blends but rather a 
typicality scale from the most (cafetorium < cafeteria + auditorium) to the least prototypical 
blend (fanfic < fan + fiction).   
Later in his career, Renner (2015, 102) presents a new study, where he draws a comparison 
between composition and blending, stating that both processes yield five categories of 
semantic interpretation, namely: 
 relational (gazinière < cuisinière + gaz24),  
 analogical (alicament < aliment + medicament25),  
 hybrid (jaguarion < jaguar + lion26),  
 multifunctional (discontacteur < disjoncteur + contacteur27) and  
 additional (velcro < velours + crochet28). 
  
                                                          
24 gas + stove 
25 food + medication 
26 jaguar + lion 
27 circuit breaker + contactor 
28 velour (type of fabric) + crochet (type of needlework) 
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5.5 Arnaud Léturgie 
In several of his studies, Léturgie presents different definitions and classifications that were 
published by his predecessors. He also tests these definitions and prototypical traits of blends 
on the basis of two different corpora because they include different types of blends, which 
give slightly different results. Léturgie (2011b, 197-199) names the first type of corpus COAL 
(an abbreviation that stands for Corpus d’amalgames lexicaux29), which is composed of words, 
formed in vitro, as part of a lexicographic project. These words carry the name amalgames 
fantaisistes, which would stand for unconventional or whimsical coinages that are gathered 
in numerous dictionnaires fantaisistes or what might be referred to as fantastical dictionaries. 
As is mentioned in the introductory part of the present thesis, the French compete in the 
creation of blends, which has become so popular that some even form groups of people who 
work on such lexicographical projects that assemble dictionaries of blends. The second corpus 
is named CAIV (an abbreviation denoting the Corpus d’amalgames lexicaux forgés in vivo30), 
which include words formed in discursive situations or in vivo, as its name suggests. These 
words come from the domains of broadcasting, business, publication, journalism and 
advertising. 
Léturgie (2011b, 198) mentions a rather important fact that the first corpus is larger than the 
second which is quite the opposite in English, since such dictionaries of blends are by far more 
frequent in French than in English.  
To conclude the theoretical part of the present thesis, I would like to mention that I had the 
opportunity of reading both English and French dictionaries of blends and that apart from the 
difference in quantity of such dictionaries, another distinction appears, namely French 
dictionaries contain witty coinages that practically never enter the lexicon, but are so thought-
provoking and amusing that they make delightful reading. The English ones contain words that 
are already part of everyday speech, so reading them feels dull, almost like browsing through 
any other dictionary. French fantastical dictionaries have colorful front pages, funny 
illustrations, handwriting resembling that of a child, so the reader can get the false impression 
that they are written for a young audience, which could not be further from the truth. Reading 
and understanding them is not easy, because they do not give the reader the information 
                                                          
29 Corpus of lexical blends 
30 Corpus of lexical blends coined in vivo 
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about the source words included in the coinage, merely a definition of each individual blend. 
But in a way, this also adds to their charm as reading them involves a lot of investigating and, 
consequently, expanding the reader’s vocabulary with a great deal of fun. Could their sole 
purpose be the funspansion31 of our vocabulary?  
  
                                                          
31 My own blend, produced by combining fun and expansion. 
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6 CORPUS ANALYSIS 
6.1 Compiling the corpus 
The present thesis attempts to provide a clear description of significant structural properties 
that dominate the process of blend formation in English and French on the basis of a corpus 
that has been compiled for this particular purpose. Blends do not exhibit a single, clear-cut 
rule of formation, but, hopefully, the analysis of the corpus will reveal some prominent 
structural patterns in both languages.  
Preparing the corpus proved to be a bigger challenge than expected. The initial plan was to 
compile four sub-corpora. The first and second sub-corpora would include English and French 
blends from newspaper articles, commercials and various online sources, while the third and 
fourth sub-corpora would contain words from English and French dictionaries of blends. 
Unfortunately, this idea proved to be problematic as only two such English dictionaries were 
available for analysis, which would mean that this sub-corpus would contain a drastically 
smaller number of lexical items. Additionally, dictionaries of French blends have proven to be 
a problematic source as they only include definitions of blends and not the source words from 
which they are coined. Consequently, some source words were impossible to pinpoint, which 
hindered their analysis.  
After thorough consideration it became clear that the only way to get meaningful results, 
which would reveal any significant differences between English and French blends, is to 
analyze blends gathered from similar sources. Therefore, the lexical data, forming the corpus 
of French and English blends, were gathered from online newspaper articles, commercials, 
articles and studies included in the bibliography, and online collections such as Word Spy 





6.1.1 Corpus limitations 
The corpus is limited to single-word blends only, excluding multi-word blends such as store 
d'oeuvre, created by blending store and hors d’oeuvre. Additionally, only blends with two 
source words were included in the corpus, eliminating entries coined from three source words 
(e.g. Xrunkopy < Xerox + drunk + photocopy).  
The most notable limitation is the exclusion of words created by joining together the front 
parts of two or more source words (e.g. modem < modulator + demodulator). These coinages 
are considered by some authors as a sub-type of acronyms or complex clippings rather than 
blends. Both Renner (2006, n. pag.) and Léturgie (2011b, 204) claim that a blend is composed 
from source words which are shortened at their inner edges (meaning that the last part of the 
first source word and the first part of the second source word are removed). Arndt-Lappe and 
Plag (2013, 5) classify modem as a representative of complex clippings that have the following 
structure: AC = AB + CD. They state that ‘’AC formations are therefore often treated as a 
pattern distinct from blending’’.  
On the other hand, the corpus includes examples where one source word is embedded into 
the other. As mentioned in section 2 on definitions of blends, Bauer writes that while these 
‘’infixed blends’’ are rare in English, they are more frequent in French. It will be interesting to 
see if this claim is supported by the analysis of the corpus.  




6.2 Corpus analysis 
The analysis is based on the corpus compiled specifically for this purpose. As mentioned, 
blends were gathered from different online sources and from articles and studies listed in the 
bibliography. English and French blends are analyzed separately in order to see if any major 
differences can be found between blends from both languages.  
The analysis is limited to the following structural parameters: 
- The lexical categories of blends and of their source words entering each blend; 
- The presence or absence of shortening of source words: some blends are formed by 
juxtaposing two source words in their entirety with overlap in the middle, while others 
show different degrees of shortening of either one or both source words; 
- The type of shortening: which source word is shortened in the process of blending – 
first, second or both; 
- The structural patterns of blends: how are source words combined to form blends; 
- The presence or absence of overlap between the source words: the overlap may be 
perfect (with both source words present in their entirety) or only partial; 
- The type of overlap: the overlap may be orthographic, phonic or both; 
- Infixation: sometimes one source word is inserted into the other. 
The parameters listed above are corroborated by the statistical analysis of the corpus. 
Additionally, some parts of the analysis are compared to the findings published by Renner in 
French and English lexical blends in contrast (2018). His study was based on 97 French and 374 
English blends from two corresponding dictionaries in both languages, namely the Grand 
Robert de la langue française and the Shorter Oxford English Dictionary.  Both his study and 
the present thesis analyze the lexical categories of blends and their source words, structural 
patterns of blends and type of overlap between source words. Upon closer examination, 




6.2.1 A general overview 
Before delving into the corpus analysis, a short overview of the items serves as an introduction 
that gives the reader a general idea of what kinds of blends form the corpus. Even a quick 
browse through the lexical data is sufficient to see that these blends have been invented for 
different purposes and can be traced to various areas of life. The list below presents some of 
the most important areas where blends thrive. Examples in English and French are listed in 
the left and right columns, respectively.   















































































































Blends can be found in other fields as well, but these are the fields that seem to be inundated 
with them, which should come as no surprise as there is a constant need for newly coined 
words in these areas of life. For example, newspapers make use of blends to attract the 
reader’s attention, newly invented materials or devices need to be given intriguing names in 
order to stand out, while catchy brand names practically ensure great sales numbers. A 
successful blend can be recognized by the number ‘’copycat blends’’ that mirror its form. A 
good example is the blend coined to describe the withdrawal of Greece from the European 
Union, namely Grexit (< Greek + exit). This blend gained instant success the moment it was 
published, while the popularity of its successor Brexit (< Britain + exit) is even greater. It is so 
trendy that people started humorously coining similar terms for other European countries, 
e.g. Sweparture (< Sweden + departure), Polskedadle (< Poland + skedadle), Italeave (< Italy + 
leave), Sleavenia (< Slovenia + leave) or Slovacate (< Slovakia + vacate).  
Another indicator that points to the success of individual blends are combining forms derived 
from said blends (discussed in section 3.4). The recurring splinter (which is usually in the word-
final position), becomes a suffix in its own right and is used to form numerous new blends. 
Since it is difficult to draw a line at what point such an item becomes a suffix, such blends form 
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part of the corpus32. English examples are: -burger from hamburger (beefburger), -cast from 
broadcast (narrowcast, newscast, simulcast), -erati from literati (digerati, gliteratti), -gate 
from Watergate (Monicagate), -scape from landscape (riverscape), -(o)holic from alcoholic 
(chocoholic, workaholic), -tainment from entertainment (advertainment, edutainment, 
infotainment, irritainment and transportainment), -thon from marathon (telethon) and -ware 
from software (freeware, malware, shareware). 
French examples are: -iciel from logiciel33 (didacticiel, ludiciel, progiciel, rançongiciel), -onique 
from électronique34 (avionique, usinique) and -tique from informatique35 (billetique, 
bureautique, communicatique, créatique, éditique, éducatique, intellectique, monnétique, 
préventique, productique, robotique, télématique, terminotique). 
 
6.2.2 Lexical categories 
This section of the analysis focuses on lexical categories of blends and their source words to 
see if any important differences are present between both languages in question.   
In English as well as in French, the majority of blends are nominal, followed in quantity by 
adjectival, then verbal and adverbial blends. The corpus also includes one English pronominal 
blend (shim36).  
As the graph below demonstrates, the percentage of each of these lexical categories is almost 
identical in both languages. Nouns represent 85.4% (391 blends) of the English part of the 
corpus and 84.8% (336 blends) of the French part.  
                                                          
32 Renner did not include such lexical items in his corpus. 
33 software 
34 electronics 
35 computer science 
36 In Renner's study shim is not considered a pronominal blend but rather a nominal one, even if he analyzed it 




Chart 1: Lexical categories of English and French blends 
The table below lists seven different combinations which were identified among English 
nominal blends from the corpus. The most frequent combination by far is that of two nouns, 
followed by a sequence of a noun and an adjective or a noun and a verb37. Nouns juxtaposed 






% OF ENGLISH 
NOMINAL BLENDS 
EXAMPLE 
NOUN + NOUN 310 79.3% architourist < architecture + tourist 
NOUN + ADJECTIVE 55 14.0% fakeation < fake + vacation 
NOUN + VERB 18 4.6% shareware < share + software 
NOUN + ADVERB 3 0.8% backronym < back + acronym 
NOUN + ACRONYM 2 0.5% waplash < WAP + backlash 
NOUN+ PRONOUN 2 0.5% himbo < him + bimbo 
NOUN + INTERJECTION 1 0.3% grrrl < grrr + girl 
Table 2: Combinations of lexical categories forming English nominal blends 
French nominal blends from the corpus only show the following three combinations: noun 
and noun, noun and adjective, and noun and verb.  
  
                                                          
37 Without taking into account which lexical item comes first and which second, therefore noun-adjective and 
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% OF FRENCH 
NOMINAL BLENDS 
EXAMPLE 
NOUN + NOUN 263 78.3% confipote < confiture + compote38 
NOUN + ADJECTIVE 65 19.3% sublimitude < sublime + attitude39 
NOUN + VERB 8 2.4% Cracotte < craquer + biscotte40 
Table 3: Combinations of lexical categories forming French nominal blends 
As far as the frequency of each combination is concerned, the majority of English and French 
nominal blends are a mix of two nouns. This is followed by blends formed from a noun and an 
adjective, which are slightly more frequent in French than in English. The third type present in 
both languages is a noun-verb combination which represents less than 5% of both parts of the 
corpus.  
Nouns combined with adverbs, acronyms, pronouns or interjections are only found in the 
English part of the corpus, but even in English these combinations are very much in the 
minority (their frequency is below 1%).  
 
Chart 2: Comparison of nominal blends in both languages 
The list of lexical data contains 44 English and 29 French adjectives, which represent 9.8% and 
7.3% of each part of the corpus. This quantity does not suffice to deduce any definitive 
conclusions about adjectival blends in general, but it seems safe to assume that the majority 
of them are formed from two adjectives. The second most frequent combination is that of an 
                                                          
38 jam + compote (stewed fruit) 
39 sublime or georgeous + attitude 
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SOURCE WORDS IN NOMINAL BLENDS
ENGLISH BLENDS FRENCH BLENDS
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adjective and a noun. As illustrated in tables 3 and 4, only one English blend is constructed 






% OF ENGLISH 
ADJECTIVAL BLENDS 
EXAMPLE 
ADJECTIVE + ADJECTIVE 31 70.4% fantabulous < fantastic + fabulous 
ADJECTIVE + NOUN 12 27.3% lugged < luggage + mugged 
ADJECTIVE + VERB 1 2.3% brusherific < brush + terrific 





% OF FRENCH 
ADJECTIVAL BLENDS 
EXAMPLE 
ADJECTIVE + ADJECTIVE 18 62.1% spûre < spontanée + sûre41 
ADJECTIVE + NOUN 11 37.9% ennuiversel < ennui + universel42 
Table 5: Combinations of lexical categories forming French adjectival blends 
 
 
Chart 3: Comparison of adjectival blends in both languages 
  
                                                          
41 spontaneous + safe 



















SOURCE WORDS IN ADJECTIVAL BLENDS
ENGLISH BLENDS FRENCH BLENDS
47 
 
20 English and 28 French verbal blends make up for 4.4% and 7.1% of each part of the corpus. 
Again, this amount is not sufficient to draw any conclusions about the entire category, the two 
tables below merely serve the purpose of shedding some light on the types of lexical 
combinations that are possible, while the chart compares the frequency of each combination 





% OF ENGLISH 
VERBAL BLENDS 
EXAMPLE 
VERB + VERB 14 70.0% chillax < chill + relax 
VERB + NOUN 3 15.0% prowebstinate < procrastinate + web 
VERB + ADJECTIVE 2 10.0% narrowcast < narrow + broadcast 
VERB + ADVERB 1 5.0% gazunder < gazump + under 






% OF FRENCH 
VERBAL BLENDS 
EXAMPLE 
VERB + VERB 17 60.7% pleiger < pleuvoir + neiger43 
VERB + NOUN 11 39.3% clavarder < clavier + bavarder44 
Table 7: Combinations of lexical categories forming French verbal blends 
 
 
Chart 4: Comparison of verbal blends in both languages 
                                                          
43 to rain + to snow 
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Adverbial blends also exist, the corpus contains two in English and three in French. The English 
ones are a combination of two adverbs, namely absolutely and positively, which can be 
combined to form absotively or posilutely. Two adverbial blends in French are composed of 
two adverbs intelligentiment (< intelligemment + gentiment45) and provillusoirement (< 
provisoirement + illusoirement46). The third one hypocritiquement (< hypocrite + 
critiquement47) is a noun-adverb combination. 
As mentioned at the beginning of this section, shim is the only pronominal blend in English 
that made its way into the corpus. It is a combination of the pronouns she and him. 
As far as lexical categories of blends are concerned, Renner’s study (2018) presents almost 
identical results to the analysis above, apart from the fact that Renner did not find any 
adverbial or pronominal blends. However, this difference is of little importance as these two 
lexical categories represent a minority. 
LEXICAL CATEGORIES 
OF BLENDS 
% OF ENGLISH 
BLENDS 
% OF FRENCH 
BLENDS 
% OF ENGLISH 
BLENDS 
(RENNER) 
% OF FRENCH 
BLENDS 
(RENNER) 
NOMINAL  84.8% 85.4% 89% 88% 
ADJECTIVAL 7.3% 9.6% 8% 8% 
VERBAL 7.1% 4.4% 3% 4% 
ADVERBIAL 0.4% 0.8% 0 0 
PRONOMINAL 0.2% 0 0 0 
Table 8: Percentage of each lexical category of blends revealed by the present analysis and Renner’s 
study 
  
                                                          
45 intelligently + nicely 
46 temporarily + illusorily 
47 hypocrite + critically 
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A notable difference between the two studies can be observed in the number of possible 
combinations of lexical categories of source words. Renner discovered 8 possible 
combinations48 versus 13 that were discovered by the present analysis. The table below 
demonstrates the differences between findings in both studies.  
COMBINATIONS OF LEXICAL 
CATEGORIES OF SOURCE 
WORDS 
% OF ENGLISH 
BLENDS 
% OF FRENCH 
BLENDS 
% OF ENGLISH 
BLENDS 
(RENNER) 
% OF FRENCH 
BLENDS 
(RENNER) 
NOUN + NOUN 67.7% 66.4% 75.0% 74.5% 
NOUN + ADJECTIVE 14.6% 19.2% 21.7% 24.5% 
ADJECTIVE + ADJECTIVE 6.8% 4.5% 0.6% 1% 
NOUN + VERB 4.6% 4.8% 1.2% 0 
VERB + VERB 3.1% 4.3% 0 0 
NOUN + ADVERB 0.7% 0.3% 0.3% 0 
ADJECTIVE + VERB 0.7% 0 0 0 
NOUN + ACRONYM 0.4% 0 0 0 
NOUN + PRONOUN 0.4% 0 0.6% 0 
ADVERB + ADVERB 0.4% 0.5% 0 0 
NOUN + INTERJECTION 0.2% 0 0.3% 0 
VERB + ADVERB 0.2% 0 0 0 
PRONOUN + PRONOUN 0.2% 0 0.3% 0 
Table 9: Percentage of each combination of source words in both studies 
In both analyses English blends display a greater number of possible combinations of lexical 
categories of source words than French blends. In Renner’s corpus French blends only have 
the following three combinations: two nouns, a noun and an adjective or two adjectives. The 
corpus assembled for the present thesis also includes combinations of a noun and a verb, two 
verbs, a noun and an adverb or two adverbs. As Renner also pointed out, this seems to indicate 
that, if compared to French, the English language has a stronger tendency to play with words 
and produce more creative combinations when it comes to lexical blending.  
Moreover, if we disregard the smaller discrepancies discovered in connection with the 
combinations that are in minority, three major differences stand out. Contrary to Renner’s list 
of blends, the present corpus includes examples of blends that couple two adjectives, two 
verbs and even a noun and a verb, which are marginal or even nonexistent in Renner’s corpus.  
                                                          
48 Renner’s analysis actually reveals 10 combinations, but in order to simplify the comparative analysis, I joined 
combinations 'noun + adjective' and 'adjective + noun' into one category. The same goes for 'verb + noun' and 
'noun + verb'.  
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6.2.3 Shortening of source words 
Blends from the corpus display one of the following three structures: 
- one source word is shortened, the other remains intact, 
- both source words are shortened or 
- both source words remain intact (no shortening), but they overlap.  
About 50% of all the words in the corpus include shortening of one source word, whereas the 
other two types of shortening display a difference between the two languages. Shortening of 
both source words is more frequent in English (38.4% versus 25% in French). On the other 
hand, in comparison to English, French favors keeping both source words intact (25.3% versus 
9.2% in English).  
 




















NUMBER OF SHORTENED SOURCE WORDS
ENGLISH BLENDS FRENCH BLENDS
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6.2.4 Structural patterns of blends 
As has already been pointed out, blends show a variety of structural patterns. The source 
words can be shortened or not, they can be juxtaposed or inserted or they can even be kept 
whole and overlap in the middle part of the blend they form.  
Both English and French blends show the following five structural patterns: 
- The first part of the first source word is in juxtaposition with the last part of the 
second source word; 
- The whole first source word is followed by the last part of the second source word; 
- The first part of the first source word is in juxtaposition with the entire second source 
word;  
- Both source words are complete and show overlap in the middle or 
- The second source word is embedded into the first one.  





% OF ENGLISH  
BLENDS 
EXAMPLE 
Front part of SW1 and 
last part of SW2 
176 38.4% chofa < chair + sofa 
Whole SW1 and last part 
of SW2 
137 29.9% furminator < fur + terminator 
Front part of SW1 and 
whole SW2 
87 19% relationblip < relationship + blip 
Whole SW1 and whole  
SW2 
42 9.2% Yahooligan < Yahoo + hooligan 
Embedding of SW2 into 
SW1 
16 3.5% Armachillo < armadillo + chill 
Table 10: Structural patterns in English blends 
As the table above shows, the majority of the English blends from the corpus are composed 
from the front part of the first source word and the last part of the second source word 
(38.4%). The entire first source word followed by the last part of the second source word is 
also a popular structural pattern, as 29.9% of the English blends are formed this way. The front 
part of the first source word combined with the whole second source word is identified in 19% 
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of the English blends. Both source words preserved in their entirety with medial overlap 




% OF FRENCH  
BLENDS 
EXAMPLE 
Front part of SW1 and 
last part of SW2 
100 25.3% gélule < gélatine + capsule49 
Whole SW1 and last 
part of SW2 
70 17.7% kebabisation < kebab + islamisation 
Front part of SW1 and 
whole SW2 
119 30% catapostrophe < catastrophe + apostrophe50 
Whole SW1 and whole  
SW2 
90 22.7% animalphabet < animal + alphabet 
Embedding of SW2 
into SW1 
17 4.3% s'embellemerder < s'emmerder + belle-mère51 
Table 11: Structural patterns in French blends 
As Table 11 demonstrates, the most popular structural pattern in the French part of the corpus 
is the juxtaposition of the front part of the first source word and the second source word in 
its entirety (30%). This is followed by the most frequent pattern of English blends, which 
combines the front part of the first source word with the last part of the second source word 
(25.3%). Another dissimilarity between both languages is that French has more than twice as 
many blends composed from two complete source words if compared to English, namely 
22.7% in French versus 9.2% in English. On the other hand, English has almost twice as many 
blends that combine the entire first source word and the last part of the second one (29.9% 
in English versus 17.7% in French). As far as infixed blends go, the percentage in both 
languages is comparable (4.3% in French and 3.5% in English). The chart below demonstrates 
the difference in the percentage of each structural pattern in both languages.   
  
                                                          
49 gelatin + capsule 
50 disaster + apostrophe  




Chart 6: Percentage of each structural pattern in both languages 
Renner (2018) also investigated which structural patterns appear in English and French blends. 
The table below shows the discrepancies between the results of both studies. 
BLEND STRUCTURE 
% OF ENGLISH  
BLENDS 
% OF FRENCH  
BLENDS 
% OF ENGLISH  
BLENDS 
(RENNER) 
% OF FRENCH  
BLENDS 
(RENNER) 
Front part of SW1 and last 
part of SW2 (double inner 
shortening52) 
38.4% 25.3% 31% 31% 
Whole SW1 and last part of 
SW2 (right-hand-side inner 
shortening) 
29.9% 17.7% 21% 8.5% 
Front part of SW1 and whole 
SW2 (left-hand-side inner 
shortening) 
19% 30% 24% 44.5% 
Whole SW1 and whole SW2 
(haplologic blending) 
9.2% 22.7% 7% 3% 
Embedding of SW2 into SW1 
(sandwich blending) 
3.5% 4.3% 1% 0 
Front part of SW1 and front 
part of SW2 (double right-
shortening) 
0 0 14% 12% 
Other 0 0 2% 1% 
Table 12: Percentage of each type of blend structure in the present thesis and Renner’s study 
                                                          



































STRUCTURAL PATTERNS IN BOTH LANGUAGES
ENGLISH BLENDS FRENCH BLENDS
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The first major dissimilarity is that Renner’s corpus contains blends which are formed from 
the front parts of source words, which the present thesis excludes. Renner also found a small 
percentage of words which display other structures, as an example he lists audimat, which is 
coined from the first part of audimètre and the middle part of automatique. While it is true 
that this type of coinage does not seem to belong to any other word-formation process, the 
bibliography studied for the purpose of writing the present thesis does not define such 
formations as a sub-type of blends.  
Secondly, both lists of blends show that the majority of English blends are formed by 
connecting the front part of the first source word and last part of the second source word 
(‘’double inner shortening’’53), while French blends clearly prefer the juxtaposition of the front 
part of the first source word and the entire second source word (‘’left-hand-side inner 
shortening’’). As far as the frequency of each structural pattern is concerned, the only notable 
difference is that the second and third place in the English part of both corpora are reversed, 
namely Renner’s second most frequent blend structure is the front part of the first source 
word followed by the entire second source word (‘’left-hand-side inner shortening’’), while 
the third place is taken by blends coined from the entire first source word and the last part of 
the second source word (‘right-hand-side inner shortening’’). The analysis conducted in the 
present thesis reveals that these two places are switched in frequency.  
Blends that keep both source words in their entirety with overlap in the middle (‘’ haplologic 
blends‘’) are clearly much more frequent in the French part of the present corpus than in 
Renner’s, which seems strange as some linguists dub this type of coinage as the ideal blend 
(e.g. Kaunisto 2000, n. pag.). It is possible that such blends started gaining in popularity in 
recent years and have therefore not been included in traditional dictionaries, which are the 
basis of Renner’s corpus. The same might apply to infixed or sandwich blends, where the 
second source word in embedded into the first one. The present corpus includes a slightly 
higher number of such blends than Renner’s.  
  
                                                          
53 The names of patterns of lexical shortening in brackets are from Renner’s study. 
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6.2.5 Overlap  
The present chapter focuses on an analysis of overlap that appears in some blends and it is 
the second area of analysis that revealed some notable differences between both languages. 
Before looking closely at these differences, it needs to be pointed out that even if overlap is 
frequently mentioned in studies on blends, it is rarely specified which type of overlap is meant. 
The present analysis is only interested in medial overlap, namely the string of letters or 
phonemes that are present at the inner edges where both source words are joined to form a 
blend (e.g. skinship < skin + kinship).  
The following example is very interesting as far as overlap is concerned: hangry < hungry + 
angry. Both source words have over 65% of letters in common, however, the first source word 
only contributes the initial letter h, and since the second source word does not have the same 
letter at its left edge, there is no medial overlap. 
Additionally, various types of medial overlap can occur, the source words can have 
orthographic or phonemic overlap, or both. What needs to be underlined at this point is that 
even if a blend shows orthographic and phonemic overlap of its source words, this does not 
necessarily mean that the overlapping segment is identical. To illustrate, from the 
orthographic standpoint croissandwich (< croissant + sandwich) overlaps in three letters, but 
looking at this blend from the phonemic angle, the overlap is not identical because the source 
words overlap in only one phoneme (/krəˈsɑːnt/ + /ˈsænwɪdʒ/). The same holds for the French 
example créatique (< création [kʀeasjɔ]̃ + informatique [ɛf̃ɔʀmatik]).  
The two most interesting examples found in the corpus are clandestiny (< clandestine 
/ˈklændəstaɪn/ + destiny /ˈdestəni/) and aiguillotine < (aiguille [egɥij] + guillotine [gijɔtin]). 
The former overlaps in six letters, but only one phoneme, while the latter overlaps in five 
letters but only one phoneme.  
Contrarily, cashmiracle (< cashmere /ˈkæʒmɪr/ + miracle /ˈmɪrəkl/) has a perfect phonemic 
overlap and an incomplete orthographic overlap. In French, télépholie (< telephone [telefɔn] 
+ folie [fɔli]) overlaps in one letter and two phonemes. 
Another noteworthy type of blend appeared in both parts of the corpus, i.e. graphic or 
orthographic blends. These formations owe their name to the fact that they can only be 
identified as blends in spelling. This is due to the fact that the blend is pronounced exactly like 
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one of the source words from which it is coined. From the phonemic standpoint, in fantasea 
(< fantasy + sea) both source words are preserved entirely (they have perfect overlap), but 
looking at them from the orthographical viewpoint, the overlap is far from perfect (the y in 
fantasy has been replaced by the entire second source word). The corpus revealed seven 
graphic blends in English (boysterous < boy + boisterous, buyography < buy + biography, 
fantasea < fantasy + sea, pursonality < purse + personality, pharming < pharmaceutical + 
farming, shampagne < sham + champagne, sinema < sin + cinema) and ten of them in French 
(buthym < butin + thym, constipassion < constipation + passion, crucifiction < crucifixion + 
fiction, fessetival < fesse + festival54, fixion < fixe + fiction55, grascier < gracier + scier56, 
mélancolis < mélancolie + colis57, scrypte < script + crypte, usurepassion < usurpation + passion, 
viberateau < vibrato + râteau58). 
The analysis of the corpus reveals that out of 458 English blends, 195 words do not have any 
overlap (42.6%). The majority of the words, however, show both orthographic and phonemic 
overlap, namely 217 blends (47.4%). The rest of the blends in the corpus show either 
orthographic (33 words or 7.2%) or phonemic overlap only (13 words or 2.8%).  
 
Chart 7: Overlap types in English blends 
 
                                                          
54 buttock + festival 
55 flat/static + fiction 
56 to reprieve + to saw (off) 
57 melancholy + packagel 





TYPE OF OVERLAP IN ENGLISH BLENDS




TYPE OF OVERLAP 
NUMBER 
OF BLENDS 
% OF ENGLISH  
BLENDS 
EXAMPLE 
ORTHOGRAPHIC AND PHONEMIC  217 47.4% babymoon < baby + honeymoon 
NO OVERLAP 195 42.6% cosplay < costume + play 
ORTHOGRAPHIC  33 7.2% smog < smoke + fog 
PHONEMIC  13 2.8% ballute < balloon + parachute 
Table 13: Examples of different types of overlap in English 
The situation in French is quite similar, as the majority of the words show orthographic and 
phonemic overlap, but the number of words with this type of overlap is higher - 268 words or 
67.7%. On the other hand, blends with no overlap are less frequent in French than in English, 
the number being 102 words or 25.8%. The rest are blends with orthographic overlap (18 
words or 4.5%) and blends with phonemic overlap (8 words or 2%).  
 






TYPE OF OVERLAP IN FRENCH BLENDS
ORTHOGRAPHIC AND PHONEMIC NO OVERLAP ORTHOGRAPHIC PHONEMIC
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TYPE OF OVERLAP 
NUMBER 
OF BLENDS 
% OF FRENCH  
BLENDS 
EXAMPLE 
ORTHOGRAPHIC AND PHONEMIC  268 67.7% picoléreux < picoler + coléreux59 
NO OVERLAP 102 25.8% paponcle < papa + oncle60 
ORTHOGRAPHIC  18 4.5% chiantifique < chiant + scientifique61 
PHONEMIC  8 2.0% jeansmnastique < jeans + gymnastique62 
Table 14: Examples of different types of overlap in French 
The following chart summarizes the differences in quantity of all types of overlap in both 
languages. As mentioned, both in English and French the majority of the blends have 
orthographic and phonemic overlap, but the percentage of such blends is significantly higher 
in French. On the other hand, French has a smaller percentage of blends with no overlap if 
compared to English.  
 
Chart 9: Comparison of types of overlap between English and French 
 
As far as Renner’s study (2018) is concerned, 50% of English blends and 38% of French blends 
show overlap. The result of the analysis in the present thesis is quite different, with 57.4% of 
English and 74.2% of French blends with medial overlap.  
                                                          
59 to drink + angry person 
60 dad + uncle 
61 boring + scientific 




















ENGLISH BLENDS FRENCH BLENDS
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The table below shows that while Renner’s analysis revealed that as far as the type of overlap 
is concerned, English and French blends display practically identical properties, the corpus in 
the present thesis demonstrates a notable difference between both languages. The frequency 
of each type of overlap in English blends is practically identical between both corpora, 
however, there is a difference in French blends, where the orthographic and phonemic 
overlap is 10% higher than in Renner’s analysis. Consequently, only orthographic or only 
phonemic overlap is found in a smaller percentage of French blends.   
TYPE OF OVERLAP 
% OF ENGLISH  
BLENDS 
% OF FRENCH  
BLENDS 
% OF ENGLISH  
BLENDS 
(RENNER) 





82.5% 91.2% 83.5% 81% 
ORTHOGRAPHIC  12.4% 6.1% 11% 11% 
PHONEMIC  4.9% 2.7% 5.5% 8% 





Both languages include blends that are coined by inserting one source word into the other. 
The English part of the corpus has 16 such blends (3.5% of all English blends), while the French 
part has 17 infixed blends (4.3% of all French blends).  
There are ten interesting French examples of infixed blends that deserve to be pointed out. 
They all have both source words present in their entirety, the difference is merely in the 
presence or absence of overlap. The first three do not display any overlap: encyclospiroupédie 
(< encyclopédie + Spirou), rajolivissant (< ravissant + joli63) and ubiamourquité (< ubiquité + 
amour64). The other seven blends have overlapping source words. These blends are: 
autoimmobiliste (< automobiliste + immobile65), embellemerder (< emmerder + belle-mère66), 
escameloter (< escamoter + camelote67), pyrimidine (< pyridine + imide), revolvolution (< 
revolution + Volvo), ridicoculiser (< ridiculiser + cocu68), télévisseur (< téléviseur + visse69). 
Examples like these were not found in English.  
On the other hand, the English part of the corpus only includes infixed blends where the first 
source word is shortened and the other one in inserted in its entirety. The majority of such 
blends show overlap, the only two exceptions being parahawking (< paragliding + hawk) and 
prowebstinate (< procrastinate + web). 
  
                                                          
63 delightful + pretty 
64 ubiquity + love 
65 driver + motionless 
66 to be bored + mother-in-law 
67 to retract + trash 
68 to make fun of + cuckold 
69 television + to screw 
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6.3 Concluding remarks 
The most important findings revealed during the analysis are summarized below.  
 As far as lexical categories are concerned, English and French blends do not display any 
significant differences, the vast majority of blends are nouns coined from two nominal 
source words.  
 English is slightly more inclined to play with different combinations of source words, 
for example, the corpus includes blends combining a noun and an acronym or a noun 
and an interjection. Such blends were not found in French.  
 Quite a few blends keep their source words intact with overlap in the middle part of 
the blend. It is interesting that this type of a combination is more than twice as often 
in French than in English (22.7% in French versus 9.2% in English). 
 Additionally, the analysis revealed that French blends demonstrate a higher 
preference for keeping both source words intact (25.3% in French versus 9.2% in 
English).  
 The most typical pattern of blending in English is the juxtaposition of the front part of 
the first source word and the last part of the second source word, while French blends 
prefer the juxtaposition of the front part of the first source word and the entire second 
source word. 
 Both in English and in French the majority of blends have orthographic and phonemic 
overlap, but the percentage of such blends is significantly higher in French (67.7% in 
French versus 47.4% in English). Contrastingly, French has a smaller percentage of 
blends with no overlap if compared to English (25.8% in French versus 42.6% in 
English).   
 Bauer (2012, 17) stated that infixed blends are rare in English, while the French 
language seems to be more inclined to their production, however, the corpus revealed 
that the percentage of infixed blends was quite similar in both languages (3.5% of all 




After reviewing all the information that were gathered during the analysis of the corpus and 
comparing them to the definition of blending that was formed with the help of Table 1, which 
includes the prototypical characteristics of blends, it is clear that while blends can be formed 
from two or more source words, which may display some overlap, it is not obligatory for at 
least one of the source words to be shortened during the process. Quite a few blends keep 
their source words intact with overlap in the middle part of the blend. The definition also 
predicted that the most typical pattern of blending is the fusion of the front part of the first 
source word and the last part of the second source word. The corpus only confirmed this to 
be true of English blends, while French blends prefer the combination of the front part of the 
first source word and the entire second source word. The corpus therefore only partially 





While it is true that recent studies on blends have shed new light on this minor process of 
word-formation, there is still no real consensus regarding some basic characteristics of 
blending and, most importantly, the boundaries of this category. The goal of the present thesis 
was to define and classify blends by sifting through numerous publications by different 
authors. This task proved to be quite challenging as definitions and classifications differ greatly 
and it is nearly impossible to decide which one is correct. This might be attributed to the ludic 
character of blends which seems to be more important than adhering to a rigid set of rules 
guiding their formation. It could be said that blends tend to ignore rules in favor of producing 
playful coinages with the intention of attracting as much attention as possible. 
The thesis also attempted to reveal general characteristics of blends and highlight any 
discrepancies between English and French by analyzing the corpus designed for this purpose. 
While some differences between English and French blends exist, the two languages also show 
quite a lot of similarities in the area of blend formation.  
To conclude, even if some important findings have been revealed by the present thesis, the 
subject of blending is far from exhausted. For example, since the pronunciation of French and 
English differs greatly, it would be interesting to check phonemic and orthographic overlap 
more closely and dive into the phonetic transcription of source words and blends to see how 
different English and French blends are in this respect.  
All things considered, it would seem that the present thesis, like every new study on blends, 




8 LE RÉSUMÉ 
8.1 L’introduction 
Chaque mot était autrefois nouveau, un néologisme. Bien qu'il existe plusieurs façons de créer 
de nouveaux mots, ce travail de master examine le procédé morphologique appelé 
l’amalgamation lexicale ou parfois la formation des mots par télescopage. En dépit de la 
récente augmentation d'intérêt pour l’amalgamation, elle reste parmi les procédés de 
formation des mots les plus mal compris et les moins saisissables car il reste beaucoup de 
détails à expliquer et un grand nombre de questions sur lesquelles il n'y a pas de réel 
consensus parmi les linguistes. La majorité entre eux reconnaît qu’il s’agit d’un procédé 
lexicogénique mineur qui sert à inventer de nouveaux mots dans de nombreuses langues. 
Hormis le nom mots-valises, ces créations de caractère éphemère se cachent sous de 
nombreuses appellations différentes, comme l’explique Léturgie (2011a, p. 77) : »Ainsi, J.-F. 
Sablayrolles (2000 : 224) répertorie pas moins de 9 dénominations différentes : « mot-valise, 
amalgame, mot porte-manteau (Carroll, Riffaterre), mot-centaure (Le Bidois), croisement, 
téléscopage [sic] (Pei, Gaynor), mot-tiroir, mot-gigogne, emboîtement (Jackobson) » Ajoutons 
à cela la brachygraphie gigogne d’A. Clas (1987), la compocation (<composition + troncation) 
de F. Cusin-Berche (1999 : 9), les mixonymes de B. Pottier (1987 : 47) et la polygraphie des 
portmanteaus.«70 
L’amalgamation est une preuve claire de l’inventivité d’une langue. En France, il existe même 
des concours de création des mots-valises les plus ingénieux et divertissants (Léturgie 2010, 
p. 1343). Les mots-valises attirent l’attention, amusent et servent également comme un 
excellent outil d'apprentissage et d'expansion du vocabulaire. Bien que les mots-valises 
apparaissent fréquemment, ils ne sont pas tous acceptés par la suite dans le vocabulaire 
général et disparaissent souvemt après avoir été utilisés une ou deux fois. Cependant, certains 
d'entre eux sont devenus tellement répandus que leur origine en tant que mots-valises est 
oubliée (p. ex. ang. smog, fr. foultitude).  
                                                          
70 Léturgie cite ici les ouvrages suivants : 
Clas A. (1987), « Une matrice terminologique universelle : la brachygraphie gigogne », Méta 32 (3), 347-355. 
Cusin-Berche F. (1999), « Le lexique en mouvement : création lexicale et production sémantique », Langages 
136, 5-26. 
Pottier B. (1987), Théorie et analyse en linguistique, Paris : Hachette. 
Sablayrolles J.-F. (2000), La néologie en français contemporain. Examen du concept et analyse de  productions 
néologiques récentes, Paris : Champion. 
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Ce travail de master étudie les mots-valises anglais et français. Après l’introduction, la 
première partie de la thèse passe en revue l’ensemble des caractéristiques permettant de 
définir l’amalgamation et les mots-valises. Par la suite, les zones mal définies où 
l’amalgamation touche d'autres procédés lexicogéniques sont examinées. La dernière section 
de cette partie théorique comprend un aperçu des études classificatoires en anglais et en 
français. La seconde moitié de la recherche est réservée à l'analyse du corpus. Certaines des 
caractéristiques des mots-valises qui ont été mises en avant dans diverses études sont 
analysées respectivement sur la base du corpus qui a été assemblé à cet effet. La recherche 
examine également les différences qui apparaissent entre les mots-valises anglais et français 
afin de déterminer s’il existe des divergences majeures entre les deux langues. 
 
8.2 Les caractéristiques définitoires des mots-valises  
L’examen de nombreuses études sur l’amalgamation en anglais et en français permet de 
conclure que même si des différences évidentes existent, quelques charactéristiques 
prototypiques des mots-valises apparaissent à plusieurs reprises. Plus exactement, la majorité 
de lexicologues s’accorde que le mot-valise est le résultat de l’amalgamantion d’au moins deux 
bases-sources, dont au moins une est raccourcie ou tronquée. La structure qui est mentionnée 
comme la plus typique est l’apocope de la première base-source et l’aphèrese de la seconde 
base-source avec recouvrement au milieu du mot-valise (»le segment commun aux deux 
bases-sources [qui] est ambimorphémique« (Léturgie 2011a, p. 83)). En outre, un certain 
nombre de linguistes ajoutent que l’amalgamation peut inclure plus de deux bases-sources, 
et qu’il est aussi possible que le mot-valise soit constitué de deux bases-sources apocopées 
ou qu’une base-source soit infixée dans l’autre.71     
  
                                                          
71 Cette définition combine les traits définitoires que nous considerons pertinents. 
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8.3 L’amalgamation en contact avec d’autres procédés de la formation des mots   
En raison de l’opacité des limites du procédé de l’amalgamation lexicale, ce procédé partage 
certaines caractéristiques avec d’autres procédés lexicogéniques, notamment avec la 
composition, la composition par troncation, la composition savante, la composition incluant 
les quasi-lexèmes tronqués72 et l’acronymie.  
 Un mot composé est une juxtaposition de deux lexèmes complets (p. ex. autoradio), 
tandis qu’un mot-valise démontre une certaine forme de raccourcissement d'au moins 
une base-source. En outre, à la différence des mots-valises qui ne se définissent pas 
eux-mêmes (Cannon 1986, p. 746), les mots composés sont composés des bases-
sources qui peuvent être clairement démontrées et il est donc plus simple de déduire 
le sens de la combinaison.  
 Les fracto-lexèmes qui forment les mots-valises (p. ex. confi- qui représente confiture 
dans le mot-valise confipote) et les apocopes qui font partie des mots composés par 
troncation (p. ex. auto pour automobile dans auto-école) sont identiques en ce qui 
concerne leur formation : ce sont des lexèmes raccourcis qui conservent la signification 
de la base-source et la même classe de mots (Bauer 1986, p. 233). Cependant, leur rôle 
dans la formation des mots est tout à fait adverse. Les apocopes peuvent être utilisées 
seules, elles sont indépendantes, alors que les fracto-lexèmes ne peuvent pas 
apparaître seuls en tant que mot ou, en d'autres termes, ils ne peuvent exister que s'ils 
sont combinés avec un autre élément lexical (Lehrer 2007, p. 116).  
 La composition savante se sert d’éléments latins ou grecs pour produire de nouveaux 
mots (p. ex. hydro- et -phobe dans hydrophobe). Ces éléments ne sont pas 
indépendants, ils peuvent seulement faire partie de ces composés (Bauer 1983, p. 
213). 
 Les mots composés qui incluent les quasi-lexèmes tronqués provenant des mots-
valises (p. ex. –burger provennant de hamburger s’utilise pour créer une série des 
dénominations des produits alimentaires, p. ex. beefburger, fishburger, ...) sont 
également à l’origine du désaccord entre les linguistes. »Les QLT ont pour origine la 
répétition d’un patron d’amalgamation. Lorsqu’un fragment d’amalgame, ou fracto-
                                                          
72 Nous avons décidé d’utiliser le terme quasi-lexèmes tronqués qui a été proposé par Renner (2007, p. 149) 
pour désigner combining forms. 
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lexème, apparaît de manière récurrente dans divers néologismes, il finit par 
s’institutionnaliser, et obtient alors le statut de QL.«73 (Renner 2007, 149)  
 Finalement, la ligne qui divise les mots-valises et les acronymes est probablement la 
plus floue. Un acronyme est un mot formé des initiales des éléments initiaux d’une 
chaîne d’éléments lexicaux qui est prononcée comme un mot ordinaire (Bauer 1983, 
pp. 237-238). À titre d’exemple, nous pouvons nous servir de l’acronyme 
probablement le plus controversé modem < modulateur + démodulateur. Certains 
linguistes incluent des composés de ce type dans la catégorie des mots-valises, tandis 
que d’autres font une distinction nette entre ces deux catégories. 
 
8.4 Les études classificatoires des mots-valises  
Les chapitres 4 et 5 présentent un passage en revue des classifications des mots-valises. Nous 
examinons d’abord les études parlant des mots-valises anglais et puis celles publiées sur les 
mots-valises français. Les classifications des mots-valises, comme leurs définitions, se 
différencient fortement et il est prèsque impossible d’en choisir une qui semble la plus logique 
et qui couvre tous les types des mots-valises.  
Pound (1914, pp. 22-24), Algeo (1977, pp. 49-57), Bauer (1983, pp. 234-236), Grésillon (dans 
Mueller 1986, pp. 203-207) et Clas (1987, pp. 349-350) proposent des classifications 
structurelles. Algeo (1977, p. 57) y ajoute deux catégories systémiques des mots-valises, 
notamment les mots-valises syntagmatiques et associatifs.  
Gries (2011, pp. 154-155), Bauer (2012, p. 12), Lehrer (2007, p. 119), Brdar-Szabó et Brdar 
(2008, pp. 175-176), Clas (1987, pp. 351-352) et Renner (2015, p. 102) présentent des 
classifications centrées sur les relations sémantiques entre les bases-sources (p. ex. la 
synonymie, l’hyponymie, l’antonymie, la dérivation, la relation coordinative ou determinative, 
... ).  
Pound (1914, pp. 20-21) et Cannon (1986, p. 732) s'intéressent en outre à l’origine des mots-
valises, en distinguant par exemple les mots-valises créés intentionnellement de ceux qui sont 
des lapsus.   
                                                          
73 Renner utilise les acronymes QL pour quasi-lexème et QLT pour quasi-lexème tronqué.  
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Enfin, seulement Fradin (2000, s. p.) étudie l’aspect phonologique des mots-valises. Il 
distingue quatre familles des mots-valises qui diffèrent selon la position du segment qui est 
partagé par les deux bases-sources.  
 
8.5 La partie analytique  
Chapitre 6.1 : L’assemblage du corpus.  
Afin d’assembler un corpus qui révélera qui révélera les éventuelles différences significatives 
entre les mots-valises anglais et français, il faudrait y inclure des mots-valises provenant de 
sources similaires. Par conséquent, les données lexicales qui constituent le corpus ont été 
recueillies à partir d’articles de journaux en ligne, de publicités, d’articles et d’études inclus 
dans la bibliographie et des collections en ligne telles que Word Spy https://wordspy.com/, 
Urban Dictionary https://www.urbandictionary.com/, Pinterest 
https://www.pinterest.com/.  
Le corpus inclut 458 mots-valises anglais et 396 mots-valises français, qui contiennent un seul 
mot et sont composés de deux bases-sources. La limitation la plus notable est l’exclusion des 
mots-valises bi-apocopés du type modem, étant donné que certains linguistes ne les 
reconnaissent pas comme des mots-valises. D'autre part, le corpus comprend des mots-valises 
créés par l’insertion d’une base-source dans l’autre.  
 
Chapitre 6.2 : L’analyse du corpus.  
Il suffit de parcourir rapidement les données lexicales pour voir que les mots-valises du 
corpus ont été inventés à de nombreuses fins et peuvent être rattachés à divers domaines 
de la vie. Parmi les domaines où les mots-valises apparaissent le plus fréquemment se 
trouvent : la littérature (ang. faction < fact + fiction, fr. poésure < poésie + peinture), la 
publicité (ang. adstraction < advertisment + distraction, fr. Fantattitude < Fanta + attitude), 
le journalisme (ang. fanzine < fan + magazine, fr. Reporterre < reporter + terre), 
l’administration (ang. Reaganomics < Reagan + economics, fr. Merkozy < Merkel + Sarkozy), 
les noms des lieux (ang. Westralia < west + Australia, fr. Somorrhe < Sodome + Gomorrhe), 
les espèces hybrides à savoir les animaux et les végétaux (ang. cattalo < cattle + buffalo, fr. 
tangélo < tangerine + pomélo), l’alimentation (ang. croissandwich < croissant + sandwich, fr. 
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confipote < confiture + compote), les nouveaux matériaux ou les composés chimiques (ang. 
formamide < formite + amide, fr. veranne < verre + fibranne), la technologie et l’Internet 
(ang. emoticon < emotion + icon, fr. clavarder < clavier + bavarder), les appareils 
électroniques (ang. camcorder < camera + recorder, fr. distribanque < distributeur + banque), 
les phénomènes sociaux (ang. McJob < McDonalds + job, fr. dépensocratie < dépenser + 
aristocratie), les langues (ang. Japlish < Japanese + English, fr. portagnol < portugais + 
espagnol), les vêtements (ang. skeggins < skirt + leggings, fr. jupelotte < jupe + culotte), les 
noms des entreprises (ang. Armachillo < armadillo + chill, fr. Cracotte < craquer + biscotte) et 
des produits (ang. Furminator < fur + terminator, fr. Nespresso < Nescafé + espresso). Ces 
domaines semblent prèsque en être inondés, ce qui ne devrait pas surprendre, car il existe 
un besoin constant d’inventer de nouveaux mots dans ces domaines de la vie.  
Avant de passer à l’étude du corpus, il faut mentionner que l’analyse est menée séparément 
pour les mots-valises anglais et français dans l’intention de voir tout de suite si des divergences 
apparaissent entre les deux langues. L’accent est placé sur les paramètres structuraux 
suivants : les catégories lexicales des mots-valises et leur bases-sources, la troncation des 
bases-sources, le type de la troncation, les modèles structurels des mots-valises, le 
recouvrement, le type du recouvrement et l’imbrication d’une base-source dans l’autre. Tous 
les paramètres sont corroborés par l’analyse statistique du corpus. En outre, certaines parties 
de l’analyse sont comparées aux résultats de l’analyse menée par Renner dans son étude 
French and English lexical blends in contrast (2018).   
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Les points ci-dessous résument les résultats de l'analyse du corpus : 
a. Les catégories lexicales des mots-valises et de leur bases-sources : Dans les deux 
langues, la majorité des mots-valises sont nominaux (85.4 % en anglais contre 84.8 % 
en français), suivis en fréquence par des mots-valises adjectivaux (9.8 % en anglais 
contre 7.3 % en français), verbaux (4.4 % en anglais contre 7.1 % en français) et 
adverbiaux (moins de 1 % dans les deux langues). Un mot-valise pronominal a été 
découvert en anglais (shim < she + him). Les combinaisons des catégories lexicales 
parmi les bases-sources les plus fréquentes dans les mots-valises nominaux sont celles 
qui juxtaposent deux noms (p. ex. ang. architourist < architecture + tourist, fr. confipote 
< confiture + compote), un nom avec un adjectif (p. ex. ang. fakeation < fake + vacation, 
fr. sublimitude < sublime + attitude) ou un nom avec un verbe (p. ex. ang. shareware < 
share + software, fr. Cracotte < craquer + biscotte). Ces trois formations sont présentes 
dans les deux langues. Par ailleurs, quatre combinaisons additionnelles figurent parmi 
les mots-valises anglais, plus précisément, un nom avec un adverbe (p. ex. backronym 
< back + acronym), un nom avec un acronyme (p. ex. waplash < WAP + backlash), un 
nom avec un pronom (p. ex. himbo < him + bimbo) et un nom avec une interjection (p. 
ex. grrrl < grrr + girl). Il faut souligner quand même que ces combinaisons sons assez 
minoritaires.   
Les mots-valises adjectivaux sont majoritairement composés de deux adjectifs (p. ex. 
ang. fantabulous < fantastic + fabulous, fr. spûre < spontanée + sûre). La seconde 
combinaison présente dans les deux langues est celle d’un adjectif et un nom (p. ex. 
ang. lugged < luggage + mugged, fr. ennuiversel < ennui + universel). Seulement 
l’anglais démontre la possibilité de combiner un adjectif avec un verbe (p. ex. 
brusherific < brush + terrific).  
La majorité des mots-valises verbaux combinent deux verbes (p. ex. ang. chillax < chill 
+ relax, fr. pleiger < pleuvoir + neiger). La juxtaposition d’un verbe et d’un nom est 
attestée dans les deux langues, mais elle est plus fréquente en français qu’en anglais 
(p. ex. ang. prowebstinate < procrastinate + web, fr. clavarder < clavier + bavarder). 
Parmi les données lexicales anglaises se trouve aussi la combinaison d’un verbe avec 
un adjectif (p. ex. narrowcast < narrow + broadcast) ou un adverbe (p. ex. gazunder < 
gazump + under). 
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Enfin, les mots-valises adverbiaux existent, mais ils sont très rares. Le corpus inclut 
deux en anglais (p. ex. absolutively < absolutely + positively) et trois en français (p. ex. 
intelligentiment < intelligemment + gentiment).   
En ce qui concerne les catégories lexicales des mots-valises, l’étude de Renner (2018) 
présente des résultats presque identiques à ceux de l’analyse ci-dessus, mis à part le 
fait que Renner n’a trouvé aucun mot-valise adverbial ou pronominal. Cependant, 
cette différence n’a que peu d’importance car ces deux catégories lexicales 
représentent une minorité. Une différence notable entre les deux études peut être 
observée en comparant les combinaisons de catégories lexicales de bases-sources. 
Renner a découvert huit combinaisons, alors que la présente analyse en a identifié 
treize. Cependant, les deux analyses ont révélé que plus de combinaisons différentes 
sont possibles en anglais qu’en français, ce qui est probablement dû au fait que 
l’anglais a une tendance plus forte à jouer avec les mots, ou comme l’explique Renner 
(2018, p. 6), cela peut faire une allusion à »[...] a higher degree of wordplayfulness of 
blending in English than in French.«  
 
b. La troncation des bases-sources : Trois structures différentes ont été trouvées dans le 
corpus, c'est-à-dire la troncation d’une base-source tandis que l’autre reste intacte, la 
troncation des deux bases-sources ou le maintien de deux bases-sources avec le 
recouvrement au milieu du mot-valise.  Environ 50 % de tous les mots-valises anglais 
et français démontrent la troncation d'une base-source (p. ex. ang. Dixiecrat < Dixie + 
democrat, fr. jaguarion < jaguar + lion), pendant que les deux autres types de 
troncation affichent une différence entre les deux langues. La troncation des deux 
bases-sources (p. ex. ang. Chimerica < China + America, fr. plapier < plastique + papier) 
est plus fréquente en anglais (38,4 % contre 25 % en français), tandis que le français 
est favorable au maintien des deux bases-sources avec la fréquence de 25,3 % contre 





c. Les modèles structurels des mots-valises : L’analyse révèle que cinq structures 
suivantes sont présentes dans les deux langues : le segment initial de la première base-
source est en juxtaposition avec le segment final du second (l’apocope + l’aphérèse, p. 
ex. ang. chofa < chair + sofa, fr. gélule < gélatine + capsule); la première base-source 
entière est suivie de la dernière partie de la seconde base-source (aphérèse simple, p. 
ex. ang. furminator < fur + terminator, fr. kebabisation < kebab + islamisation); le 
segment initial de la première base-source est en juxtaposition avec la seconde base-
source entière (l’apocope simple, p. ex. ang. relationblip < relationship + blip, fr. 
catapostrophe < catastrophe + apostrophe); les deux bases-sources sont complètes et 
montrent du recouvrement au milieu (p. ex. ang. Yahooligan < Yahoo + hooligan, fr. 
animalphabet < animal + alphabet) ou la seconde base-source est intégrée à la 
première (p. ex. ang. Armachillo < armadillo + chill, fr. s'embellemerder < s'emmerder 
+ belle-mère). Cependant, il existe quelques différences notables entre les deux 
langues en ce qui concerne la fréquence de chaque modèle structurel. La majorité des 
mots-valises anglais du corpus sont composés du segment initial de la première base-
source et du segment final de la seconde base-source (38,4 %), tandis que le modèle 
structurel le plus répandu dans la partie française du corpus est l’apocope simple (30 
% contre 19 % des mots-valises anglais). L'aphérèse simple est également assez 
répandue, puisque 29,9 % des mots-valises anglais et 17,7 % des mots-valises français 
sont formés de cette façon. 9,2 % des mots-valises anglais et 22,7 % des mots-valises 
français gardent les deux bases-sources intactes. En ce qui concerne les mots-valises 
infixés, le pourcentage dans les deux langues est comparable (4,3 % en français et 3,5 
% en anglais).  
Renner (2018) a également étudié les modèles structurels apparaissant dans les mots-
valises anglais et français. Les résultats qu'il a obtenus ont beaucoup en commun avec 
notre analyse, mais certaines différences existent. La première différence majeure est 
que le corpus de Renner contient des mots-valises bi-apocopés, ce que la présente 
thèse exclut. Renner a également trouvé un petit pourcentage de mots qui affichent 
d'autres structures, mais nous ne définissons pas de telles formations comme un sous-




Dans les deux corpus la majorité des mots-valises anglais sont formés en reliant le 
segment initial de la première base-source et le segment final de la seconde base-
source, tandis que les mots-valises français préfèrent l’apocope simple. La seconde 
structure la plus fréquente parmi les mots-valises anglaises de Renner est l’aphérèse 
simple, tandis que la troisième place est occupée par les mots-valises composés par 
apocope simple. Notre analyse révèle que ces deux endroits sont commutés, c’est-à-
dire que le second modèle structurel le plus fréquent dans notre corpus est l’apocope 
simple et le troisième est l’aphérèse simple. 
Les mots-valises français qui maintiennent les deux bases-sources dans leur intégralité 
avec un recouvrement au milieu (p. ex. ang. affluenza < affluence + influenza, fr. 
déceptionniste < déception + réceptionniste) sont beaucoup plus fréquents dans le 
corpus actuel que dans celui de Renner. Il est possible que de tels mots-valises aient 
commencé à gagner en popularité au cours des dernières années et par consequént ils 
n’aient pas été inclus dans les dictionnaires traditionnels, qui constituent la base du 
corpus de Renner. Le même pourrait s’appliquer aux mots-valises infixés (p. ex. ang. 
Sleavenia < Slovenia + leave, fr. Dékafkaïné < décaféiné + Kafka), parce que le corpus 
actuel comprend un nombre légèrement plus élevé de tels mots-valises que celui de 
Renner. 
 
d. Le recouvrement : Cette partie de l’analyse se focalise sur la présence du 
recouvrement médial. Ce domaine d’analyse a de même révélé quelques différences 
notables entre les deux langues. 
D’abord il faut mentionner que trois types de recouvrement peuvent apparaître : le 
recouvrement ortographique (p. ex. ang. smog < smoke + fog, fr. chiantifique < chiant 
+ scientifique), phonémique (p. ex. ang. ballute < balloon + parachute, fr. 
jeansmnastique < jeans + gymnastique) ou le recouvrement ortographique et 
phonémique (p. ex. ang. babymoon < baby + honeymoon, fr. picoléreux < picoler + 
coléreux). Et même si un mot-valise démontre le recouvrement orthographique et 
phonémique de ses bases-sources, cela ne signifie pas nécessairement que le segment 
qui se recouvre est identique (p. ex. ang. croissandwich < croissant /krəˈsɑːnt/ + 
sandwich /ˈsænwɪdʒ/, fr. créatique (< création [kʀeasjɔ]̃ + informatique [ɛf̃ɔʀmatik]) 
qui comprennent le recouvrement de trois lettres mais seulement d’un phonème). 
74 
 
Tant en anglais qu'en français, la majorité des mots-valises démontre un recouvrement 
orthographique et phonémique, mais le pourcentage de tels mots-valises est 
nettement plus élevé en français (67,7 % contre 47,7 % en anglais). Par contre, le 
pourcentage des mots-valises sans recouvrement est plus faible en français qu’en 
anglais (25,8 % en français par rapport à 42,6 % en anglais). Les données lexicales 
restantes démontrent soit le recouvrement orthographique (7,2 % en anglais par 
rapport à 4,5 % en français) ou phonémique (2,8 % en anglais par rapport à 2 % en 
français). 
Un autre type de mot-valise remarquable est apparu dans les deux parties du corpus, 
à savoir les mots-valises orthographiques, qui ne peuvent être identifiés en tant que 
mots-valises que par leur orthographe, car ils sont prononcés exactement comme 
l’une des bases-sources à partir de laquelle ils ont été composés. Le corpus révèle sept 
mots-valises orthographiques en anglais (p. ex. shampagne < sham + champagne) et 
dix en français (p. ex. usurepassion < usurpation + passion). 
L’étude de Renner (2018) révèle que 50 % des mots-valises anglais et 38 % des mots-
valises français présentent un recouvrement. Le résultat de notre analyse est assez 
différent, car notre corpus contient 57,4 % des mots-valises anglais et 74,2 % des mots-
valises français avec recouvrement médial. L’analyse de Renner a révélé qu’en ce qui 
concerne le type de recouvrement, les mots-valises anglais et français présentent des 
propriétés pratiquement identiques, alors que notre analyse montre une différence 
notable entre les deux langues. La fréquence de chaque type de recouvrement dans 
les mots-valises anglais est pratiquement identique entre les deux corpus, mais il existe 
une différence dans les mots-valises français, où le recouvrement orthographique et 
phonémique est est plus élevé de 10% que dans l’analyse de Renner. Par conséquent, 
le pourcentage des mots-valises avec un recouvrement orthographique ou 




e. L’imbrication ou l’enchâssement d’une base-source dans l’autre : Les deux langues 
comprennent des mots-valises créés en insérant une base-source dans l'autre (3,5 % 
de tous les mots-valises anglais et 4,3 % de tous les mots-valises français). Nous 
voudrions pourtant attirer l'attention sur quelques mots-valises français 
particulièrement intéresants. Il s’agit de dix mots qui gardent les deux bases-sources 
dans leur intégralité, la différence se trouve dans la présence ou l’absence de 
recouvrement. Trois mots-valises n'affichent aucun recouvrement (encyclospiroupédie 
< encyclopédie + Spirou, rajolivissant < ravissant + joli,  ubiamourquité < ubiquité + 
amour), alors que les sept autres ont des bases-sources qui se recouvrent 
(autoimmobiliste < automobiliste + immobile, embellemerder < emmerder + belle-
mère, escameloter < escamoter + camelote, pyrimidine < pyridine + imide, revolvolution 
< revolution + Volvo, ridicoculiser < ridiculiser + cocu, télévisseur < téléviseur + visse). 
Des exemples comme ceux-ci n'ont pas été trouvés en anglais. En revanche, la partie 
anglaise du corpus ne comprend que des mots-valises infixés dans lesquels la première 
base-source est raccourcie et l’autre est insérée dans son intégralité. La majorité de 
ces mots-valises présente un recouvrement (p. ex. ang. engayed < engaged + gay, fr. 
ensaignement < enseignement + saigne), mais nous avons trouvé deux exceptions, 
notamment deux mots-valises anglais qui sont créés sans recouvrement (parahawking 




Chapitre 6.3 : Les observations finales.  
Ce chapitre présente une synthèse des résultats les plus importants de l’analyse du corpus.  
 La majorité des mots-valises anglais et français sont des noms combinés à partir de 
deux bases-sources nominales. 
 Par rapport au français, l'anglais est plus ouvert aux différentes combinaisons de 
bases-sources. 
 Un certain nombre de mots-valises conservent leurs bases-sources intactes avec un 
recouvrement dans la partie centrale du mot-valise. Il est intéressant de noter que ce 
type de combinaison est plus de deux fois plus fréquent en français qu'en anglais (22,7 
% en français par rapport à 9,2 % en anglais). 
 Les mots-valises français manifestent une préférence plus grande pour le maintien 
intégral des deux bases-sources (25,3 % en français par rapport à 9,2 % en anglais). 
 Le modèle structurel des mots-valises anglais le plus typique est la juxtaposition du 
segment initial de la première base-source et du segment final de la seconde base-
source, tandis que les mots-valises français préfèrent la juxtaposition du segment 
initial de la première base-source et de la seconde base-source entière. 
 Dans les deux langues, la majorité des mots-valises présentent un recouvrement 
orthographique et phonémique, mais le pourcentage de ces mots-valises est 
nettement plus élevé en français (67,7 % en français par rapport à 47,4 % en anglais). 
En revanche, le pourcentage de mots-valises sans recouvrement est plus faible en 
français qu’en anglais (25,8 % en français par rapport à 42,6 % en anglais). 
 Le pourcentage de mots-valises infixés est prèsque le même dans les deux langues (3,5 
% en anglais contre 4,3 % en français). 
 
Pour conclure, nous voudrions attirer l’attention sur le fait que le corpus étudié corrobore 
seulement en partie la définition prototypique du mot-valise qui a été proposée au début 
comme résultat de plusieurs recherches précédentes (cf. par. 2). Les résultats de notre analyse 
confirment que les mots-valises peuvent être formés à partir de deux bases-sources, qu’ils 
peuvent être composés avec ou sans recouvrement,  mais ils prouvent aussi que la troncation 
d’au moins une des bases-sources n’est pas impérative. Selon la définition de base (ibid.), le 
modèle structurel le plus typique est l’apocope de la première base-source et l’aphérèse de la 
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seconde. Notre corpus confirme, certes, que cela est vrai pour les mots-valises anglais, mais il 
révèle en même temps que les mots-valises français préfèrent la combinaison de la première 
base-source apocopée et de la seconde base-source entière. Ces deux constatations jettent, 
a notre avis, une nouvelle lumière sur les caractéristiques des mots-valises de la langue 
française et témoignent de la nécessité d'entreprendre des recherches ultérieures dans ce 
domaine.  
 
8.6 La conclusion 
Des études récentes sur les mots-valises ont jeté un nouvel éclairage sur ce procédé mineur 
de formation de mots, mais certaines caractéristiques de base du mot-valise et, plus important 
encore, les limites de cette catégorie restent insaisissables. Établir une définition et une 
classification des mots-valises en passant au crible de nombreuses publications de différents 
auteurs est une tâche assez difficile, parce que les définitions et les classifications diffèrent 
considérablement. Nous pouvons donc conclure que les mots-valises ont tendance à dépasser 
les règles en faveur de la création des fusions les plus attrayantes.  
La thèse a également tenté de révéler les caractéristiques générales des mots-valises et de 
mettre en évidence les divergences entre l'anglais et le français en analysant les données 
lexicales du corpus. Bien qu'il existe des différences entre les mots-valises anglais et français, 
les deux langues montrent également beaucoup de similitudes en ce qui concerne la 
formation des mots-valises. 
En conclusion, même si la thèse a révélé quelques découvertes importantes, le sujet du mot-
valise est loin d’être épuisé. Par exemple, la prononciation du français et de l'anglais étant très 
différente, il serait intéressant de vérifier plus précisément le recouvrement phonémique et 
orthographique et de plonger dans la transcription phonétique des bases-sources et des mots-
valises pour decouvrir des différences additionnelles entre les mots-valises anglais et français. 
Tout bien considéré, il semblerait que la présente thèse, comme toute nouvelle étude sur les 
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10 APPENDIX: THE CORPUS 
10.1 458 English blends   
Absotively < absolutely + positively 
Acupressure < acupuncture + pressure 
Administrivia < administration + trivia 
Adstraction < advertisement + distraction 
Advertainment < advertisement + entertainment 
Adverteasement < advertisement + tease 
Advertorial < advertisement + editorial 
Adwonderize < advertise + wonderize 
Affluenza < affluence + influenza 
Alcoholiday < alcohol + holiday 
Alcolock < alcohol + lock 
Alphanumeric < alphabet + numeric 
Altazimuth < altitude + azimuth 
Ambisextrous < ambidextrous + sex 
Ambitchous < ambitious + bitch 
Amping < amphetamine + smoking 
Amtrack < American + track 
Anecdotage < anecdote + dotage 
Animatronics < animate + electronics 
Anticipointment < anticipation + disappointment 
Apestraction < ape + abstraction 
Applicious < apple + delicious 
Architourist < architecture + tourist 
Armachillo < armadillo + chill 
Askhole < ask + asshole 
Autocide < automobile + suicide 
Avionics < aviation + electronics 
Awkword < awkward + word 
Babyccino < baby + cappuccino 
Babymoon < baby + honeymoon 
Backronym < back + acronym 
Bacne < back + acne 
Baffound < baffle + confound 
Ballute < balloon + parachute 
Banalysis < banal + analysis 
Banjolin < banjo + mandolin 
Bankster < banker + gangster 
Barococo < baroque + rococo 
Bedgasm < bed + orgasm 
Bedicine < bed + medicine 
Beefalo < beef + buffalo 
82 
 
Beefburger < beef + hamburger 
Beefcake < beef + cheesecake 
Beermare < beer + nightmare 
Bisquick < biscuit + quick 
Bit < binary + digit 
Blamestorming < blame + brainstorming 
Blizzaster < blizzard + disaster 
Blobject < blob + object 
Blook < blog + book 
Bluejacking < Bluetooth + hijacking 
Blurt < blow + spurt 
Bodacious < bold + audacious 
Bollywood < Bombay + Hollywood 
Bonk < bump + conk 
Boost < boom + hoist 
Bosshole < boss + asshole 
Botel < boat + hotel 
Boysterous < boy + boisterous 
Brainiac < brain + maniac 
Brangelina < Brad + Angelina 
Breathalyzer < breath + analyzer 
Brexit < Britain + exit 
Bridezilla < bride + Godzilla 
Briet < bridal + diet 
Bromance < brother + romance 
Brunch < breakfast + lunch 
Brusherific < brush + terrific 
Bustitution < bus + substitution 
Buyography < buy + biography 
Cablegram < cable + telegram 
Cafetorium < cafeteria + auditorium 
Calexico < California + Mexico 
Camcorder < camera + recorder 
Camikini < camisole + bikini 
Cankle < calf + ankle 
Caplet < capsule + tablet 
Carboloy < carbon + alloy 
Carborane < carbon + borane 
Cardboardeaux < cardboard + Bordeaux 
Carjacking < car + hijacking 
Carnibbleous < carnivorous + nibble 
Cartooniverse < cartoon + universe 
Cashmiracle < cashmere + miracle 
Cattalo < cattle + buffalo 
Cattitude < cat + attitude 
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Caucacity < Caucasian + audacity 
Celebutante < celebrity + debutante 
Chevrolegs < Chevrolet + legs 
Chicagorilla < Chicago + gorilla 
Chifforobe < chiffonier + wardrobe 
Chillax < chill + relax 
Chimerica < China + America 
Chinglish < Chinese + English 
Chocoholic < chocolate + alcoholic 
Chocotherapy < chocolate + therapy 
Chofa < chair + sofa 
Chugger < charity + mugger 
Chunnel < channel + tunnel 
Cinemagpie < cinema + magpie 
Cinemenace < cinema + menace 
Cinemusical < cinema + musical 
Cineplex < cinema + complex 
Citrange < citrus + orange 
Citybilly < city + hillbilly 
Clamato < clam + tomato 
Clandestiny < clandestine + destiny 
Clantastical < clandestine + fantastical 
Clash < clap + dash 
Clicktivism < click + activism 
Clintonomics < Clinton + economics 
Cocacolonize < CocaCola + colonize 
Collapsar < collapsing + star 
Colorbestos < color + asbestos 
Computeracy < computer + literacy 
Computerate < computer + literate 
Confrotalk < confrontation + talk 
Congreenient < convenient + green 
Consumity < consumer + community 
Contrail < condensation + trail 
Cosmeceutical < cosmetic + pharmaceutical 
Cosplay < costume + play 
Crackberry < crack + Blackberry 
Craisins < cranberries + raisins 
Crapple < cranberry + apple 
Craptastic < crap + fantastic 
Cremains < cremate + remains 
Crimestorming < crime + brainstorming 
Criticular < critical + particular 
Crocogator < crocodile + alligator 
Croissandwich < croissant + sandwich 
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Cutensil < cute + utensil 
Cyberchondriac < cybernetic + hypochondriac 
Cyberpunk < cybernetic + punk 
Cybersex < cybernetic + sex 
Cyberspace < cybernetic + space 
Dancercise < dance + exercise 
Dataveillance < data + surveillance 
Dawk < dove + hawk 
Depresso < depression + espresso 
Diabesity < diabetes + obesity 
Dictocrat < dictator + democrat 
Diesohol < diesel + alcohol 
Digerati < digital + literati 
Digifeiter < digital + counterfeiter 
Dixiecrat < Dixie + democrat 
Dockominium < dock + condominium 
Docudrama < documentary + drama 
Donkephant < donkey + elephant 
Dramality < drama + reality 
Dramedy < drama + comedy 
Dumbfound < dumb + confound 
Dynetic < dynamic + magnetic 
Earthoon < earth + moon 
Econocrat < economist + bureaucrat 
Edutain < educate + entertain 
Edutainment < education + entertainment 
Elderweds < elder + newlyweds 
Emoticon < emotion + icon 
Endorphin < endogenous + morphine 
Engayed < engaged + gay 
Enterdrainment < entertainment + drain 
Entertoyment < entertainment + toy 
Entreporneur < entrepreneur + porn 
Epiphanot < epiphany + not 
Escalator < escalade + elevator 
Escalift < escalator + lift 
Eurasia < Europe + Asia 
Excimer < excited + dimer 
Exergame < exercise + game 
Faction < fact + fiction 
Fakeation < fake + vacation 
Familymoon < family + honeymoon 
Fantabulous < fantastic + fabulous 
Fantasea < fantasy + sea 
Fanzine < fan + magazine 
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Fappy < fat + happy 
Femcho < female + macho 
Feminazi < feminist + Nazi 
Flare < flame + glare 
Flexitarian < flexible + vegetarian 
Flunami < flu + tsunami 
Folksonomy < folk + taxonomy 
Foolosopher < fool + philosopher 
Formamide < formite + amide 
Frankenfood < Frankenstein + food 
Freegan < free + vegan 
Freeware < free + software 
Frenemy < friend + enemy 
Frenglish < French + English 
Fruitopia < fruit + utopia 
Funnabe < funny + wannabe 
Furminator < fur + terminator 
Futilitarian < futile + utilitarian 
Gaydar < gay + radar 
Gazunder < gazump + under 
Geep < goat + sheep 
Ginormous < gigantic + enormous 
Glamping < glamour + camping 
Glasphalt < glass + asphalt 
Glitterati < glitter + literati 
Globesity < global + obesity 
Goon < gorilla + baboon 
Grafedia < graffiti + media 
Grrrl < grrr + girl 
Grudge < grutch + gredge 
Guesstimate < guess + estimate 
Hackusation < hack + accusation 
Hangry < hungry + angry 
Happenident < happening + accident 
Healthspan < health + lifespan 
Heliport < helicopter + airport 
Hiberdating < hibernation + dating 
Himbo < him + bimbo 
Hinglish < Hindi + English 
Homeshoring < home + offshoring 
Hopium < hope + opium 
Hurricoon < hurricane + typhoon 
Identikit < identity + kit 
Infobesity < information + obesity 
Infomercial < information + commercial 
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Infopreneur < information + entrepreneur 
Infotainment < information + entertainment 
Intextication < intoxication + text 
Irregardless < irrespective + regardless 
Irresistless < irresistible + resistless 
Irritainment < irritating + entertainment 
Italeave < Italy + leave 
Jacobethan < Jacobean + Elizabethan 
Japanimation < Japan + animation 
Japlish < Japanese + English 
Jazzercise < jazz + exercise 
Jeggings < jeans + leggings 
Jokelore < joke + folklore 
Judgmatical < judgment + dogmatical 
Keytainer < key + container 
Keytar < keyboard + guitar 
Kidult < kid + adult 
Kleptopenia < kleptomania + pen 
Kloran < klan + koran 
Labradoodle < labrador + poodle 
Letterzine < letter + magazine 
Liboobrian < librarian + boob 
Liger < lion + tiger 
Linar < line + star 
Lugged < luggage + mugged 
Lumist < luminous + mist 
Lunner < lunch + dinner 
Magalogue < magazine + catalogue 
Malware < malicious + software 
Mankini < man + bikini 
Mansplaining < man + explaining 
Mantrum < man + tantrum 
Manufactroversy < manufactured + controversy 
Manwich < man + sandwich 
Mathlete < math + athlete 
Mcjob < McDonalds + job 
Meatspace < meat + cyberspace 
Mechatronics < mechanics + electronics 
Medicare < medical + care 
Meld < melt + weld 
Memewashed < meme + brainwashed 
Meritocracy < merit + aristocracy 
Metrosexual < metropolitan + heterosexual 
Mobisode < mobile + episode 
Mocamp < motor + camp 
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Mockumentary < mock + documentary 
Molecism < molecule + organism 
Mompreneur < mom + entrepreneur 
Momster < mom + monster 
Monicagate < Monica + Watergate 
Moorth < moon + earth 
Motel < motor + hotel 
Motorcade < motor + cavalcade 
Movieoke < movie + karaoke 
Multiplex < multiple + Cineplex 
Narcisstick < narcissist + stick 
Narcoma < narcotic + coma 
Narrowcast < narrow + broadcast 
Netiquette < network + etiquette 
Netizen < network + citizen 
Newscast < news + broadcast 
Newszak < news + muzak 
Nicotini < nicotine + martini 
Nillionaire < nil + millionaire 
Nintendonitis < Nintendo + tendonitis 
Nobodaddy < nobody + daddy 
Nouse < nose + mouse 
Nutraceutical < nutrient + pharmaceutical 
Octopush < octopus + push 
Oildraulic < oil + hydraulic 
Optronic < optic + electronic 
Outro < out + intro 
Ovalliptic < oval + elliptic 
Oxbridge < Oxford + Cambridge 
Palimony < pal + alimony 
Parahawking < paragliding + hawk 
Paratrooper < parachute + trooper 
Peritrack < perimeter + track 
Permafrost < permanent + frost 
Pescetarian < pesce + vegetarian 
Phablet < phone + tablet 
Pharming < pharmaceutical + farming 
Phygital < physical + digital 
Pinkermint < pink + peppermint 
Pinsanity < Pinterest + insanity 
Plagiarhythm < plagiarism + rhythm 
Planetesimal < planet + infinitesimal 
Plastinaut < plastic + astronaut 
Pleather < polyurethane + leather 
Plumcot < plum + apricot 
88 
 
Polocrosse < polo + lacrosse 
Polskedadle < Poland + skedadle 
Portalight < portable + light 
Posilutely < positively + absolutely 
Preet < pretty + sweet 
Pregnesia < pregnancy + amnesia 
Presstitute < press + prostitute 
Procaffinate < procrastination + caffinate 
Procrastibaking < procrastination + baking 
Proletcult < proletariat + cult 
Prosumer < producer + consumer 
Prowebstinate < procrastinate + web 
Psychenergy < psychic + energy 
Puggle < pug + beagle 
Pulsar < pulsating + star 
Pursonality < purse + personality 
Qualatex < quality + latex 
Racqueteer < racquet + racketeer 
Reaganomics < Reagan + economics 
Recessionista < recession + fashionista 
Redupeat < reduplicate + repeat 
Relationblip < relationship + blip 
Riverscape < river + landscape 
Rockoon < rocket + balloon 
Rockumentary < rock + documentary 
Ruddervator < rudder + elevator 
Rurban < rural + urban 
Russiablican < Russia + republican 
Sadcited < sad + excited 
Screenager < screen + teenager 
Semantax < semantics + syntax 
Sexcapade < sex + escapade 
Sexpert < sex + expert 
Sexploitation < sex + exploitation 
Sexting < sex + texting 
Shamateur < sham + amateur 
Shamateurism < sham + amateurism 
Shampagne < sham + champagne 
Shareware < share + software 
Sheeple < sheep + people 
Shero < she + hero 
Shim < she + him 
Shoat < sheep + goat 
Simulcast < simultaneous + broadcast 
Sinema < sin + cinema 
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Skeggings < skirt + leggings 
Skinoe < ski + canoe 
Skinship < skin + kinship 
Skittenish < skittish + kittenish 
Skurfing < sky + surfing 
Slackademy < slacker + academy 
Slanguage < slang + language 
Slanguist < slang + linguist 
Slantendicular < slanting + perpendicular 
Sleavenia < Slovenia + leave 
Sleepiphany < sleep + epiphany 
Slimnastics < slim + gymnastics 
Slosh < slop + slush 
Slovacate < Slovakia + vacate 
Slumflation < slum + inflation 
Smash < smack + mash 
Smaze < smoke + haze 
Smirting < smoking + flirting 
Smog < smoke + fog 
Smothercate < smother + suffocate 
Snark < snake + shark 
Snazzy < snappy + jazzy 
Snitzy < snazzy + ritzy 
Snizzle < snow + drizzle 
Snoblem < snob + problem 
Snowffeur < snow + chauffeur 
Spam < spiced + ham 
Spamdexing < spam + indexing 
Spanglish < Spanish + English 
Spim < spam + IM (“instant messaging”) 
Spinnar < spinning + star 
Spork < spoon + fork 
Squangle < square + angle 
Stagflation < stagnation + inflation 
Starkarageous < stark + outrageous 
Staycation < stay + vacation 
Studentification < student + identification 
Sunflector < sun + reflector 
Surgicenter < surgical + center 
Swacket < sweater + jacket 
Swatch < Swiss + watch 
Sweparture < Sweden + departure 
Swingle < swinging + single 
Swoose < Swan + goose 
Tangelo < tangerine + pomelo 
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Tangemon < tangerine + lemon 
Tankini < tank + bikini 
Taxflation < tax + inflation 
Technotronic < technological + electronic 
Telethon < television + marathon 
Televangelist < television + evangelist 
Testifession < testimony + confession 
Testilie < testify + lie 
Texaco < Texas + Mexico 
Textationship < text + relationship 
Textpectation < text + expectation 
Tigon < tiger + lion 
Tofurkey < tofu + turkey 
Tomacco < tomato + tobacco 
Tomtato < tomato + potato 
Touristaurant < tourist + restaurant 
Touron < tourist + moron 
Trafficator < traffic + indicator 
Transceiver < transmitter + receiver 
Transistor < transfer + resistor 
Transponder < transmission + responder 
Transportainment < transport + entertainment 
Travelogue < travel + monologue 
Trumporrhoids < Trump + hemorrhoids 
Tummach < tummy + stomach 
Tweeple < Tweet + people 
Tweetplomacy < Tweet + diplomacy 
Tweetup < Tweet + meetup 
Twirl < twist + whirl 
Urinalysis < urine + analysis 
Velocitone < velocity + tone 
Vibronic < vibrational + electronic 
Vlog < video + blog 
Vocoder < voice + coder 
Vodcast < video + podcast 
Vodkatini < vodka + martini 
Volcaniclastic < volcanic + clastic 
Volountourism < volounteer + tourism 
Waplash < WAP (“Wireless Application Protocol”) + backlash 
Warnography < war + pornography 
Warphan < war + orphan 
Washeteria < wash + cafeteria 
Wavicle < wave + particle 
Webinar < web + seminar 
Wedmin < wedding + admin 
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Westralia < west + Australia 
Wheatables < wheat + eatables 
Wikiality < Wikipedia + reality 
Wikipedia < Wiki + Encyclopedia 
Windowall < window + wall 
Winterim < winter + interim 
Wob < wavy + bob 
Workaholic < work + alcoholic 
Yahooligan < Yahoo + hooligan 
Zebrule < zebra + mule 
Zillionaire < zillion + millionaire 
Ziposium < zipper + symposium 
 
10.2 396 French blends  
Aberrifique < aberrant + horrifique 
Abribuste < abribus + buste 
Abricoteries < abricot + coteries 
Académilicien < académie + milicien 
Adulescent < adulte + adolescent 
Affreudisiaque  < affreux + aphrodisiaque 
Agendarme < agent + gendarme 
Aggravitation < aggravation + gravitation 
Agressistance < agression + résistance 
Aigriculteur < aigri + agriculteur 
Aigrivain < aigri + écrivain 
Aiguillotine < aiguille + guillotine 
Alcoolade < alcool + accolade 
Alcoolyte < alcoolique + acolyte 
Alcootest < alcool + test 
Alicament < aliment + médicament 
Amalgramme < amalgame + anagramme 
Amarouché < amouraché + effarouché 
Américanoïaque < américain + paranoïaque 
Américonnerie < Amérique + connerie 
Anagrammaire < anagramme + grammaire 
Analgébriste < analiste + algébriste 
Anchiennement < acharnement + chien 
Animalitaire < animalier + humanitaire 
Animalphabet < animal + alphabet 
Animots < animaux + mots 
Antégriste < anti-Christe + intégriste 
Apostrosser < apostropher + rosser 
Aristocrâne < aristocrate + crâne 
Aristocrasseux < aristocrate + crasseux 
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Armerde < armée + merde 
Arthéologie < archéologie + théologie 
Ascensure < ascenseur + censure 
Attachiant < attachant + chiant 
Autobiograve < autobiographe + grave 
Autobiogriffure < autobiographie + griffure 
Autofiction < autobiographie + fiction 
Autoimmobiliste < automobiliste + immobile 
Automobilité < automobile + mobilité 
Avionique < avion + électronique 
Baratartiner < baratiner + tartiner 
Bavardhurler < bavarder + hurler 
Bavardîner < bavarder + dîner 
Béaltitude < béatitude + altitude 
Beauthentique < beauté + authentique 
Bébétude < bébé + hébétude 
Bébin < bébé + bambin 
Bedondaine < bedon + bedaine 
Béhabitude < béatitude + habitude 
Beurgeoisie  < beur + bourgeoisie 
Bichelieu < Bismark + Richelieu 
Bicross < bicyclette + cross 
Billetique < billet + informatique 
Bisbrouille < bisbille + brouille 
Bisouterie < bisou + bijouterie 
Bistroquet < bistrot + troquet 
Bitumastic < bitume + mastic 
Blâmard < blâme + cafard 
Blessourd < blessé + sourd 
Bombassitude < bombasse + attitude 
Bosphormidable < bosphore + formidable 
Boulodrome < boule + astrodrome 
Bourreaucratie < bourreau + bureaucratie 
Bovidéaliste < bovidé + idéaliste 
Bravitude < brave + attitude 
Brigoler < bricoler + rigoler 
Brodouiller < broder + bredouiller 
Bureautique < bureau + informatique 
Buthym < butin + thym 
Cafardeux < cafard + deux 
Calembourbier < calembour + bourbier 
Calembourrasque < calembour + bourrasque 
Caloporteur < calorifère + porteur 
Camembour < camembert + calembour 
Caméscope < caméra + magnétoscope 
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Camisolitude < camisole + solitude 
Cancoyote < cancoillotte + coyote 
Capothéose < capoter + apothéose 
Carburéacteur < carburant + réacteur 
Carburol < carburant + alcool 
Cardulance < cardiologie + ambulance 
Catapostrophe < catastrophe + apostrophe 
Catholischisme < catholicisme + schisme 
Caveaubulaire < caveau + vocabulaire 
Célibatour < célibataire + tour 
Célibattante < célibataire + battante 
Centannuaire < centenaire + annuaire 
Charlacan < charlatan + Lacan 
Chatil < chat + chenil 
Chevalchimie < cheval + alchimie 
Chiantifique < chiant + scientifique 
Chien-panzé < chien + chinpanzé 
Chirouette < Chirac + girouette 
Cigarrêt < cigarette + arrêt 
Cinavortement < cinéma + avortement 
Cinémagique < cinéma + magique 
Cinémateur < cinéma + amateur 
Clafouillis < clafouti + fouillis 
Clavarder < clavier + bavarder 
Clocho < clochard + clodo 
Clodard < clodo + clochard 
Coca-coala < Coca-Cola + koala 
Coïtération < coït + itération 
Colicine < colibacille + streptomycine 
Communicatique < communication + informatique 
Commutactivité < commutativité + activité 
Confipote < confiture + compote 
Congaulois < congolais + gaulois 
Consommastuce < consommation + astuce 
Consommaverti < consommateur + averti 
Constipassion < constipation + passion 
Coquinlicot < coquin + coquelicot 
Cordoléance < cordial + doléance 
Cracotte < craquer + biscotte 
Crapoussin < crapaud + poussin 
Créactivité < créativité + activité 
Créatique < création + informatique 
Croquemigraine < croquemitaine + migraine 
Crottoir < crotte + trottoir 
Croustifondant < croustille + fondant 
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Crucifiction < crucifixion + fiction 
Cybernation < cybernétique + automation 
Cybernéma < cybernétique + cinéma 
Débouliner < débouler + dégouliner 
Débricollage < débris + bricolage 
Déceptionniste < déception + réceptionniste 
Dékafkaïné < décaféiné + Kafka 
Délicaresse < délicatesse + caresse 
Délivicieux < délicieux + vicieux 
Démocrature < démocratie + dictature 
Démonstre < démon + monstre 
Dépensocratie < dépenser + aristocratie 
Diabolitique < diabolique + politique 
Didacticiel < didactique + logiciel 
Diester < diesel + ester 
Discontacteur < disjoncteur + contacteur 
Distribanque < distributeur + banque 
Documenteur < documentaire + menteur 
Domotique < domicile + automatique 
Doudouleur < doudou + douleur 
Écornifler < écorner + nifler 
Écosexuel  < écologie + homosexuel 
Éditique < édition + informatique 
Éducastreur < éducateur + castreur 
Éducatique < éducation + informatique 
Édufication < éducation + édification 
Égologique < égo + écologique 
Éléphantaisiste < éléphant + fantaisiste 
Élévache < élévage + vache 
Élitérature < élite + littérature 
Embellemerder < emmerder + belle-mère 
Embrouillonner < embrouiller + bouillonner 
Emprion < embryon + prion 
Encyclospiroupédie < encyclopédie + Spirou 
Enfantaisie < enfant + fantaisie 
Ennuiversel < ennui + universel 
Ensaignement < enseignement + saigne 
Éphémerde < éphémère + merde 
Épidermabrasion < épiderme + abrasion 
Épouvantard < épouvante + vantard 
Équidéalisme < équidé + idéalisme 
Escameloter < escamoter + camelote 
Escool < essence + alcool 
Esplace < espace + place 
Éternullité < éternité + nullité 
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Ethnostalgique < ethnologie + nostalgie 
Étudiamant < étudiant + amant 
Euphorisme < euphorie + aphorisme 
Eurochèque < Europe + chèque 
Europaïen < européen + païen 
Europessimisme < Europe + pessimisme 
Explosition < explosion + exposition 
Falsifis < falsifier + salsifis 
Fantattitude < Fanta + attitude 
Fascinance < fascination + ambiance 
Féconductrice < fécond + conductrice 
Fessetival < fesse + festival 
Fictionnaire < fiction + dictionnaire 
Filministe < film + féministe 
Filmontage < film + montage 
Fixion < fixe + fiction 
Floribond < florissant + moribond 
Foultitude < foule + multitude 
Fourmandises < four + gourmandises 
Franglais < français + anglais 
Froissette < froid + chaussette 
Führanoïa < Führer + paranoïa 
Futurible < futur + possible 
Futurlupinade < futur + turlupinade 
Gangsterrorisme < gangster + terrorisme 
Gastroquet < gastronomie + troquet 
Gauchemar < gauche + cauchemar 
Gazinière < gaz + cuisinière 
Gélule < gélatine + capsule 
Grammaniaque < grammairien  + maniaque 
Grascier < gracier + scier 
Gréviculteur < grève + agriculteur 
Gribou < grippe-sou + hibou 
Gyropilote < gyroscope + pilote 
Hebdromadaire < hebdomadaire + dromadaire 
Hérésistance < hérésie + résistance 
Héterrorisme < héterosexuel + terrorisme 
Hippidémie < hippie + épidemie 
Humoureux < humoriste + amoureux 
Hypochrist < hypocrite + Christ 
Hypocritiquement < hypocrite + critiquement 
Icônerie < icône + connerie 
Imbibécile < imbibé + imbécile 
Indégrottable < indécrottable + grotte 
Infobésité < information + obésité 
96 
 
Infographie < informatique + graphie 
Inrockuptible < incorruptible + rock 
Institutriche < institutrice + triche 
Intellectique < intellect + informatique 
Intelligentiment  < intelligemment + gentiment 
Interpote < internet + pote 
Jaguarion < jaguar + lion 
Jargot < jargon + argot 
Jeansmnastique < jeans + gymnastique 
Juplotte < jupe + culotte 
Juxtaperposable < juxtaposable + superposable 
Kebabisation < kebab + islamisation 
Littératurer < littérature + raturer 
Livresse < livre + ivresse 
Locomotivé < locomotive + motivé 
Logithèque < logiciel + bibliothèque 
Lombricompost < lombric + compost 
Ludiciel < ludique + logiciel 
Magnétron < magnéto + cyclotron 
Manbidule < mandibule + bidule 
Manouvrier < manœuvre + ouvrier 
Marchef < maréchal + chef 
Massacrilège  < massacre + sacrilège  
Mécontemporain < mécontent + contemporain 
Médiamnésie < média + amnésie 
Médiartiste < média + artiste 
Méditactif < méditatif + actif 
Méfiançailles < méfiance + fiançailles 
Mégoïste < mégot + égoïste 
Mélancolis < mélancolie + colis 
Mélancolisé < mélancolique + alcoolisé 
Mélancomique < mélancolique + comique 
Mémélasse < mémé + mélasse 
Merfidie < mère + perfidie 
Merkozy < Merkel + Sarkozy 
Métaformose < métamorphose + Formose 
Métropolitique < métropole + politique 
Midinette < midi + dinette 
Moléculteur < molécule + agriculteur 
Monnétique < monnaie + informatique 
Mouchèvre < mouton + chèvre 
Multimédiartiste < multimédia + artiste 
Musaïque < musique + mosaïque 
Musicassette < musique + casette 
Musicomédien < musicien + comédien 
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Musictionnaire < musique + dictionnaire 
Naïvité < naïveté + nativité 
Négropolitain < négro + métropolitain 
Néofrite < néophyte + frite 
Nespresso < Nescafé + espresso 
Nissbaru < Nissan + Subaru 
Nonchalégance < nonchalance + élégance 
Nostalgérie < nostalgie + Algérie 
Nuicide < nuit + suicide 
Nullibiquité < nullité + ubiquité 
Numériclature < numérique + nomenclature 
Obchèquieux < obséquieux + chèque 
Omniprésident < omniprésent + président 
Onomatopoétique < onomatopéique + poétique 
Ordinosaure < ordinateur + dinosaure 
Ordiphone < ordinateur + téléphone 
Orthogaffe < orthographe + gaffe 
Outiliser < outil + utiliser 
Outilitaire < outil + utilitaire 
Pantacourt < pantalon + court 
Paontomime < paon + pantomime 
Papapillon < papa + papillon 
Papatrie < papa + patrie 
Paponcle < papa + oncle 
Paralympiques < paralytique + Olympiques 
Passionnaire < passionné + visionnaire 
Patrouillotisme < patrouille + patriotisme 
Pauvrisseur < pauvre + provisseur 
Permalloy < perméable + alloy 
Phalanstère < phalange + monastère 
Phallucination < phallus + hallucination 
Phallustrade < phallus + balustrade 
Phonore < phonique + sonore 
Photocopillage < photocopie + pillage 
Picoléreux < picoler + coléreux 
Plafondre < plafond + fondre 
Plapier < plastique + papier 
Pleiger < pleuvoir + neiger 
Pleurire < pleurer + rire 
Poésure < poésie + peinture 
Portagnol < portugais + espagnol 
Potimarron < potiron + marron 
Pourriel < poubelle + courriel 
Pourspérer < pourir + espérer 
Préfecturpitude < préfecture + turpitude 
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Préventique < prévention + informatique 
Productique < production + informatique 
Progiciel < produit + logiciel 
Prostigieux < Prost + prestigieux 
Prostipute < prostitute + pute 
Provillusoire < provisoire + illusoire 
Provillusoirement < provisoirement + illusoirement 
Pubéreuse < pubère + tubéreuse 
Publipostage < publicité + postage 
Pudibondieuserie < pudibond + bondieuserie 
Pyjaveste < pyjama + veste 
Pyrimidine < pyridine + imide 
Quinquagénial < quinquagénaire + génial 
Racifisme < racisme + pacifisme 
Rajolivissant < ravissant + joli 
Rançongiciel < rançon + logiciel 
Ratiboiser < ratisser + emboiser 
Réfolution < réforme + révolution 
Rénalcitrant < rénal + récalcitrant 
Reporterre < reporter + terre 
Reprotoxique < reproduction + toxique 
Réquerre < règle + équerre 
Restoroute < restaurant + autoroute 
Revitteliser < revitaliser + Vittel 
Revolvolution < revolution + Volvo 
Rhinocérossignol < rhinocéros + rossignol 
Rhinoféroce  < rhinocéros + féroce  
Ridicoculiser < ridiculiser + cocu 
Ringargariser < ringard + gargariser 
Ripoublicain < ripou + républicain 
Robotique < robot + informatique 
Rocardbespierre < Rocard + Robespierre 
Rotacteur < rotatif + contacteur 
Rubalise < ruban + balise 
Rurbain < rural + urbain 
S’étrangueuler < s’étrangler + gueuler 
S’imploser < s’imposer + imploser 
Samedimanche < samedi + dimanche 
Sarkoholisme < Sarkozy + alcoolisme 
Sarkolâtre < Sarkozy + idolâtre 
Savanture < savant + aventure 
Saxogénaire < saxophoniste + sexagénaire 
Scoopçon < scoop + soupçon 
Scrypte < script + crypte 
Se barricaner < se barricader + ricaner 
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Sentimage < sentiment + image 
Sentimenteur < sentiment + menteur 
Sexercice < sexe + exercice 
Sexiproque < sexe + réciproque 
Solucamphre < soluble + camphre 
Somorrhe < Sodome + Gomorrhe 
Sondôlatrie < sondage + idolâtrie 
Sorbonagre < sorbonne + onagre 
Spectaculateur < spectateur + spéculateur 
Spormidable < sport + formidable 
Sporno < sport + porno 
Sportable < sport + portable 
Spûre < spontanée + sûre 
Sublimitude < sublime + attitude 
Suicidérurgie < suicide + sidérurgie 
Tangélo < tangerine + pomélo 
Tataverne < tata + taverne 
Tchernobâle < Tchetnobly + Bâle 
Teignasse < teigne + tignasse 
Télébrité < télévision + célébrité 
Télématique < télétransmission + informatique 
Télépholie < téléphone + folie 
Téléphonctionner < téléphone + fonctionner 
Télérendum < télévison + référendum 
Télérupteur < télévision + interrupteur 
Télévisseur < téléviseur + visse 
Terminotique < terminologie + informatique 
Texticules < texte + testicules 
Texutile < textile + utile 
Tigron < tigre + lion 
Toasticomane < toast + toxicomane 
Tranquillitude < tranquillité + quiétude 
Transitique < transit + logistique 
Ubiamourquité < ubiquité + amour 
Universatilité < université + versatilité 
Urigence < uriner + urgence 
Usinique < usine + électronique 
Usurepassion < usurpation + passion 
Verranne < verre + fibranne 
Viberateau < vibrato + râteau 
Vichyssitude < Vichy + vicissitude 
Vidéaste < vidéo + cinéaste 
Villoyen < villageois + citoyen 
Vodkabulaire < vodka + vocabulaire 
Volucompteur < volume + compteur 
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Voluptial < volupté + nuptial 
Webminaire < web + séminaire 
Westernité < western + éternité 
Xénophobigote < xénophobie + bigote 
Yoghourmand < yoghourt + gourmand 




Izjava o avtorstvu 
 
Izjavljam, da je magistrsko delo v celoti moje avtorsko delo ter da so uporabljeni viri in 
literatura navedeni v skladu s strokovnimi standardi in veljavno zakonodajo. 
 
Ljubljana, 20. 6. 2019          Tina Grlj 
